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ABSTBiCT 

Several variables related to tW independence of a 
student were identified and translated into alternatiTe definitions, 
vhich vere then tested against a data base cbll4cted by the College 
Entrance Eza^aination Board. The study saaple included 32,673 
undergraduate students attending at least half tine and vas as 
representative a^ possible of the distribution of ^students attending 
two-year public, four*year public, and private (both two* and 
four^^ar.) institutions nationally. The sean age of the full-ti«e 
diid^p4iident ^tudentr 26*2^ years, »ho g e ner al ^eaes ^^^a-la*i^y 
with lever inccae than dependent students. Financial duplications of. 
redefining t^e independent student vere ez2t«ined« It is concluded 
that policy changes that restrict the availability of grant 
-assistance to independent students vould not increase the equitable , 
distribution of funds. The participants at present in "less 
desirable** loan and euplayvent programs at higher percentage ^ates 
have accuiulated larger uean long-tera debt aaounts, work / 
considerably sore hours a.t teru-tiae eaployaeirtY and presuaafely use 
larger aaounts of their, personal earnings to support their 
educational prcgraas. Changes that vould further increase their 
reliance on less desirable forus of aid vould not further induce 
greatjer equity at least in these areas. (IBB) 
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Status and Resources of Indfependent Students 
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Introduction I - " i 

Both the legal mandates under which iost Federal student financial assist- 
ance is 4*arded aid the tradition of postsecondaty education in the United 
States ark based on the assumption that the student and his family will 
contribute toward the costs of education to t^he 'extent that they 4re able, 
and that H»e parental contribution is the first element included i» the* 
resources available to a student. Increasingly, however, there is pressure 
to eliminate the parental contribution for students in that, group which is 
characterized as "inaependent" or "self-supporting." The basis for suggest- 
ing this exclusion comes from a variety iof philosophical, legal, and 
emotional arguments that focus on the idea that there is a poirit at which X 
the parenfel respcrns*lbility for support of a child in postsecondary education 
ce^es. " ■ , ^ 



The tiefinition of the indppendent student most widely used in awarding 
Federal, state, and institutional funds is that included in the legislation 
for the Basic Educational Opportunity Grant Program. That defines an inde- 
pendent student as one who: ' * ^ . ^ ^ 

1. Has not and will not be claimed as- an exemption for Federal intome 
tax purposes by any person except his, or her spouse for the calendar 
year(s) in which aid is received i^ftd the calendar year p.rior to the 
academic year for which aid is requested, and ' 

2!'> Mas not received and will not receive financial assistamtce of more 
than $600 from' his or her parent (s) in the calendar year<s) in' which 
aid is received and the calendar year prior -to the academic .year for 
^ whi^ aid is "requested, and ^ ' 

3. Has not lived- or will not live for more than two consecutive weeka 
in the home of a parent during the calendar year in which ai^d'is 
xecetved and the calendar yeafr prior to the acadeaic year for which 
aid i« requested. L ' 



\ 



Many believe that this definitioii is lefes than satisfacjW^. in th«t it is 
aibltrmry* difficult to police,, and exceedingly imf ^r ■ pir some students. 
Perhaps the most serious deficiency to some is that the definition is based 
on UgsUsas rather than qn" educational policy. This study vps connlssloned 
^ to iBVMtisate other definitions which might be lesA subject to. rtieie klftds 
of (^^ectlons. . . [ t V.. /* 




Methodology . ^» - , 

An .advisory (Ammit^ee ^cotiv^^d by the study grtoup 'staff identified a nxM^er 
of variables tth^might hte significant in assessing the independence of a • 
student. These w9re translated into' alterMtive definitions, which were 
grouped: ^ . , - ^ • ' 

1. Alternative^ i*ich nLdl^y eieisents of the present deli^tion 

----^ ■ . ' ■ ■ - ■ ^ ■ - ■ • _ 

2. Alternatives based on' verifiable characteristics. of students wr 
traditionally would be considered independent 

. 3. 'Alternatives based oh. studerfts who cannot or do not rec^ve any 

'support from .their parents , ' - / . . 

4. Alternatives based on educational characteristics of the student 

*' 5/ .Alternatives based on 'the personal income of the stu4ent 

"h^se alternative definitions were tested against- a data ba^e collected by 
the College Entrance Examfeation Board in the conduct of studies for various 
stattB agencies over the pasjt f^w years. ^ The data collection instrument was 
the Student Resource Survey, but the analyses for thl^s study were made with 
data processing systems developed specially for this purpose. The study 
sample included 32,673 xmdergraduate students attending at half time 

and was as ^^representative as possible of the distributiom^f students attend- 
ing two-year public, four-year public, and private (both tW)- a^d four-year) 
institutions natipnally. 

The Student ResourceSSurvey asks a number of questions which approximate 
those used in determlMng independence under th*e BEOG definition. Using 
%ie student responses toVthese questions, each of the altertiative defini- 
tions was tested to detetwine what percentage of change would occur in 
those presently classified asi, dependent/i^dependertt according to the Federal 
definitions (79,2 percent dependent ^d 20.8 ^percent independent).. 

Characteristics of the Independent Students in the Sample 

[ ~ ' ' ' ^ 

students who now qualify as independent are older than those whp would, be 
considered dependent. The iqpan age of the full-time independent student 
was 26.2 years; that of the dependent student 20.8 years. About tfirea out 
of ten students over 25 years of age would '»ot qualify as independent under 
the presi^nt definiticm. Cf the students who are presently married, 30.5 
percent would not qualify as independent; among those^separated or divorced 
:37.3 percent would not qualify, tlot all veterans would qualify as indepen-* 
d^nt with 40*. 5 percent of those who Indicated tKey wereVveteran? not seating 
the present definitions.. ' 



Anong students who identified themselves a3 Black, 30.5 percent wobld qualify 
as independent and of those who identified 'themselves as -Spanish-American 
i ZS.'^a percent would-be independent. Only 19,5 percent of' the White students 
and 10,5 perceny&Othe Oriental students would meet the present qualifications 
for independen^'s^dent status. Only about one in ten freshmen would be 
independent, ^Tic'^aioong seniors^ neatly three out of thn would be considered 
independent. * , * 

Stifdents^who qualify for indeijendent student stat^is under the present guiae= 
lines come from families with 'lower incomes ^:hari those who are dependent — 
indicating that fcir ^lany independence may 'be a matter of necessity rather 
than convenience « The mean parental income of the^ dependent full- time students 
Has $14,559; that for the independent students $10,243. Students from families 
with incoces. above $12,^0. rr^de up more than 56 percent of the dependent 
stud^ent group but less th^ 32 percenr of .the inde4>€ndent students. 

Those who would be considered dependent received an average of $964 in support 
from their parer\ts. Mpre than half of the dependent students reported receiv- 
ing less than $600 in parental support with nearly, two out of ten receiving 
^no support from their parents or guardians. According to the BEOG^ family 
contribution schedule the mean expected contribution from the dependent 
student parents would be $1,61-7. For students who are at present determined 
to bue independent, fhe mean BEOG parental contribution would have been $1,218 
had they been dependent. „ _ . ^ , „^ _ ^ 

Financial Implications of the Present Definition . ^ ' 

Under the present^ Federal guidelines there is little financial disincentive 
to the parents. The only loss that they would experience would be their 
inability to claim the student* as a Federal inco^je tax dependent. Even at 
the highest income tax rates, this would be a loss of only $337 pe^ year in 
taxes paid.' Tliere would be; sbme small additional impact through' loss of 
deduction for state purposes, but it is unlikeiy that Ihe totHl financial loss 
•through increased taxes would exceed $500'per year,. 

-The^ savings to the family would |j^e considerable. Even assuming thA they 
Wde a Contribution of $59-9 per'year — sufficiently low to qualify 'the 
student as independent — a family with an incoflie o£-$20,000 would realize 
a net sayings of more than $2,, 500 per .year when compared with the amount 
that they would have been expected to contribute toward educational expenses, 
had the studen^t been dependent. ^This s^e family would lose approxli^ately 
$240 in Federal income tax deducations^ f or the yeai;. The Student himself \, 
would nqt obtain particular -advantage in dollar terms, because he would 
simply be '^bstitutihg Support from financial aid sources for support from 
the parents. But thete Would be a considerable chailge In financial aid 
eligibility. . ' . . : ^ . , 



The Tnean BEOG ext>ected parental contribution that would have been cqpputed 
for the students in the study grQiip who are considered to h« independent' 
would have been $1,283. Assuming. that there ^re about 7.4$ nillion under- 
graduate students enrolled in postsecondary educafipn during the 1974-75 
acadenic year, the net loss .through foregdne parental confributitm from the 
2G.8 percent of students considered to be independent would have ^een'th^ 
' na-uMth sum of $1,988 billion. , 

" • «* - 

' Sociopathogenic Consequenoes of the ?resent Dgfinition . ^ 

when the regulations cqnceming eligibility for independent stiv<Jents were 
specified, certain consequences were intended by the action. The reguiations 
were intended to further the basic goal of the Federal student aid T).rogtan»s 
to equalize and extpnd educational opportunity and thus make access to ^ 
higher education available to all who could benefit from it. "the regulations' 
recogni?e that there are some individuals who no Iqnger have access to their 
parents resources. It is possible to say, however, that there have been 
some inequities created by the definition which negate the principal aim of". 
» the programs. - ^ 

— ^fhr most obvious source of these is' the .titae provision. The guidelines are 
designed to prevent a student who is leaving home to attend school from 
suddenly declaring himself independent and taking advantage of a program 
which was not designed for him. Yet fhere are obvious cases in which a _ 
student-Jiay-ia.lactJ)e. independent e^^ 

of physical separation from the parents. , At times the alienation ^etween 
patent and child is total, and while the parent is within his legal,, if not 
moral, rights to refuse to support the studeAt. the Federal regulations will 
not recognize that student as independent unless the refusal has persisted 
for two years. ^ • .'»',' 

Another difficulty arises from the incentives which caus'e a student to 
separate from his family earlier than he might otherwise have, in or4er to 
receive aid. Yet another is the actions of students and parents enjg^ging 
in devious or dishonest behavior in order to qualify. Thf current, regula- 
tions potentially disenfranchise a large numb.er of wouW-be 'at^ents ,who • 
are considered by society to independent of their parents T>ut who fail 
' to qiialify for aid*.' .This is pe\haps th^most serious implication of the 
present defiiiitl,on. ^ *' • ^ 



Alternative Definitions of the Independent Student and Their . Implications 

Using'.thf data base provided by the Student Resource Survey, 28". alternative 
definitions were developed and tested to determine their impact on the 
number aoid characteristics of students who, would be added to thes.group. who 
would be considered independent iinder the preseftt BEOG program definition. 



of these, eight were eliminated because- tliey created alterations which were 
either too small to be sjlgnificant or to great to be acceptable . Th-e remain-, 
ing ZO were subject to further investigation. The following tab^le shows th6 
impact of these on the study groyp:" 



CHanges in Percentages 
of 



Students Considered to^be Independent^ 

Alternative Definitions 



" Cttange in -Dej^inl-tlon - . * 

•l^;ao?e Place of Residence ' - ■ • 
Ignore Prior Year Tax Dep. ^ * 
Ignbr^ejAli Tax Dependency 
Ignore Amount of Parental \ • * i 
. Contribution ^ [ " 

Ignore Place of Residence • 
and Parental Contribution 

-Include All Over 21 YeaifS-^ 
Include All Over 25 Years 
Include All Married * 
Include All Veterans 
Include. All with.JBEO_G_ 0 
Include All with Student- ^ 

Reported PC = 0 ' ^ 
Include All With CSS Vc = 0 ^ 
Include Delayed Entry Two Years * 
Include Delayed Entry Three Years ^ 

^Include Delayed Entry Four Years - - 
Include All Seniors " ^ 

• Include All Workiiig 21 Hours Plus 

. Include All Working il Hcjurs Plus 
Include All Earning 50% Parental 

Income / 
Include All Earrilifg 33% Parental /, 
Income * / 



Incrfeasc in • 
- Percent InJepeadent 



Total 
Percent Independent 



■ 2.6% , 


21.0% 


■3,9 - 


22. :i 


21.4' ■ • • 


.45.1 


1.2- ' - - 


19.6 


3.8, ^ 


22. -5 


17.4 • 


35^8 ' 


>.l 


.22.5 


5.6 - . 


24.0 


5.4 


23.8 


13.2 ; 


• Si. 5 

y . ^ , ., 




- • 40.*2 . 




31.5 ' 


13. ,9^*^ • - 


32.3 


6.'8 


25.1 


4.9 . 


'•23.2 


15.2 


33.6 


8,8 


-27.1 


2.7 


21.1 


'7.9 


26v3 


• 15.8 - 





n 



It would appear. that. the present.definition o6uld^ Hmplified through the ^ 
'elimination of consideration of the student^s place of residence (at present 
the most difficult to police or verify ofv&ny of the tequireoents) and 
through limiting consideration of tax degfendency ' to only one year (leffs .. • • 
information for the family to, provide afed for the adininistrdtor to verify; , 
Without adding either a substantial number of studen^ to the independent 
group or without adding students ^fro* high incomfe/hlgh contribution, taoilies.. 
The mean income of the students added under this alternative would be. only 
$11,208 ds compared with an average for the present independent ^roup of 
$10,243»* Alternatives which ignore tax dependency completely result in ^ 
"a substantia increase in the number of .independent students and those whi-ch.* 
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ignore the amotmt of parental contribution add Students, .from high income . • . 
families who are in fact receiving substantial amounts. of parental support.^ 

An alteration of the present BEOG definition that would automatically include 
studen,ts with specifically identifiable characteristipfe such as welfare 
recipients, orphans, wards o^ the court., thos^ over' 25 years of age, those 
who are or have been married, and veterans, would not appear ^o result in 
either a large increase in the proport ion of ind ependent students-or i n ^ 
group very different from those considered inde penden t at present. Such— ^ 
ssi expanded definition might reduce the unnecessary mtr^ision into garsgnal 
. family f inmicial matters for a group fot whdm it miSr be the most objection- 
able^ and, for lAom it i3 the ittost difficult to verify. 

— ' ^ _ * » • 

Definitions which are based- on the actual or cal4:ulated a bilit y of the 
pare4ts^Eo crontribute olrs^ously include one important group of indep^dent 
I students — those who do irot .receive anjt support from their parents — but 
L the n4ed to collect the confidential parental financial information is- one 
of the m«/or p^oblfems facing administrators who deal with students who wish, 
to demonstrate th^r independence. This alternative would compound that 
problem. Use oi definitidns based on class level wouU result in the^inclu- 
sioa of a substantial grqup of students who are at preseat considered depen- 
dent on their parents and who have characteristics quite different .from tbose 
now independent. Use of measures -of delayed entry would not result in a 
_-subs£antlaL increjise in, the mmfcer jof students, and J±ose added would appear 
to have characteristics similar io-thbse consider^ to be indepeSaenT- at"^ 
present. • " • , - 

Alternatives based on .the employment of the studdnt or Che relationship of 
'the student's income to that of the .parent do not appear. tb provide any 
significant improvement over the present definitions. • ... 

. in considering. these alternatives, the BEOG definition was used as the bench- 

. nUtk against which other definitions coullbe laeasured. The discuaa-jons 'ifflore 
anv Mmnllcations the alternative definitions may h ave with regard to program 
oHp<KW-t.fv or award determination under the present fi nancial aid programs 
for which the .definitions might be used. If any of the alternatives were to 
be implemented they would need to be tested against diose factors. Under 
the present BEOG system of eligibility and award ^etemiination, for example, 
a student coming f rbm. a low income fam£Xy"who earned a significant mount 
from personal employment during the previous year would likely be disadvan- 
taged" by being declared independent because of the way his personal income 

* vould be treated in determining his^liglbility. There may be .other elements 
of Federai, state, anii institutional program procedures that wou;Ld act as 
incentives or dlslncentfvas to the independent .student \ which should be con- 

.-slderedjiefore changes are made in the definitions. ^ 
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The Equity, of RestrictinR Eligibility of Inde pendent Students 

One modification in the definitional situation which has been discussed is 
to relax the stringencjr of the def inition_al_requiremerits and at the same 
time limit eligibility for grant assistanae to dependent students. The 
argument is that a Student raigKt be "permitted to decla*e independence 
at any point during his educational career,' but as a consequence of that 
, decision the studfittt4s=£ligil?ility would Ije lim ited to loan and/or 
employment assistance. . . • 



a restriction would not appear to su^por^ the purpose of. providing 

access to educational opportunity tostudetrtS 



Such 



from families with Incomes 
insufficient to assure -such access. Of the independent students in the 
Study sample, more than half came from families with incomes of less than - 
$9 000. More than^40 percent of the. independent students Would have been 
6xjected -to receive less than $600 from their parents if they were depen- 
dent. It would seem that the independent students in the study group come 
from 'families for whom grant assistance is intended. 

Evenuhder the present procedures, it seems that the independent student 
has less access to grant assistance than does the dependent student, and • 
presently njuat work and borrow more. -The following table shows the mean 
grant, loan, and work for the dependent and independent students in the 



Participation in. Grant, Work anij Loan 
° Programs 
Depfendent and Independent Students 



Mean Total Grant Aid 



Dependent 
$244 



' Independent 
$169 



Mean Total Long-Term 
Educatianal Indebtedness 

Mean Total Term-Time and 
Summer Employment Income' 
ItT Single Students 



500 



917- 



930 



1,466- 



It would appear, therefore, that policy changes that restrict the aval l^iUty 
of grant assistance t6 independent, students wguld 'jpot increase the equitable \. . 
distribution of funds.' Independent students come Jjrom families with lower 
incomes tha* do dependent students. The p^rtlclTpants at present. in the less 
desirable" loan aad employment' programk at higher percentage rates ^ve 
accumulated lar^ger mean iTong-term debt amounts, work considerably more hours 
at term-time employment end presumably use larger amounts of their personal 
earnings to support their educational pr9grams. Changes that would further 
increase their reliance on less .desirable forms of aid would not "induce greater 
equity at Uast in these ;areai.; . • • • . 
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CHAPTER I: THE "sTUDY PROBLEM 



Introi 



During the 1974-75 academic year, approxiniately "$6.4 billion will be made 
available as student financial aid to individuals enrolled in one fdrm or - 
another of postsecondary education in the United States. With the excep- 
tion of those funds disbursed by the Veterans' Administration and the 
Social Securitv Adniinistration , most will be awarded on the basis of 
"financial need" of the recipients, 'both tne legal nwndates un(^r which 
the funds are provided and me tradition of postsecondary educati>M in 
this country are based on t ie assumptiof. that the student and his famirly 
will contriautj toward the costs education to tjje extent they are able, ; 
and that the student-parent contribution is the first element included m 
a detemination of "financial need." ^.^^^^^^ _ • 

reasinglv -owever, the-r^ is ccfhsiderable pressure to^iminate the 
•parental portion of this contribution ~ for students in that group which ^ 
is characterized as "independent*' or "self-supporting." The bas^s fo^^ 
this exclusion comes iron a variety of philosopnical, legal, and eiDOtional 
• arguments that focus on the idea that there is a. point where parental respon- 
sibility for sup.port of a child enrolled in postsecondary education ceases. 

Various factors contribute to the concern about the inaependent sCbdent.- 
Kormal legisTative action in most states has.reduced the "legal age of 
matority from the traditional 21 years to 18 y^ars for purposes of voting. 

- ma ki ng biiKiing ceat-facts^ -pu r chaslng . a l cohol ,, £tc^„LQmg^e_thisag^ 

majority as affecting the traditional concept of parent* support. Another 
. factor is the increasing ndmber of "nontraditional" students enrolled in 
'postsecondary education. Returning servicemen, people who have been at home 
(oale or. famale)' and are re-entering or commbicing postsecondary education, 
technologically unemployed older individuals seeking retraining, and others 
who similarly have been providing their own, support for a number of years 
. make the argument that the amount of the income and assets of their parents 
is irrelevant tt) their need for financial assistance. A third factor is the 
increasing expense of a postsecondary educatipn and, the general inflationary 
trend.. Logic suggests that many parents wopld have an increased financial 
inter^t in "emancipating" their children in order to assure the student 
•greater access to financial assistance - and thereby reduce the a»ount the 
. parents would be required to provide in order to support the education of the 
child. ■ 



- X 



For higher-cost postsecondar'y institutions, the problem of recognizitfg large 
groups of students as "independent" has been one of resofeces." If these 
institutions accepted and implemented criteria) which permitted large nunbers 
of st;.idents to be considered, for financial aid without recourse to the inco^ 
and assets ^f their parents, a significant soured of support for institutions 
would be lost, ^his would be particularly true for institutions tttat enroll 
large groups of students from middle and upper income families. 



For less expensive institutions, particularly those locate^d in major metro- 
politan areas in which'raany students^oie Mcrom lower-income segments of the 
population,^ the problem becomes one of d«6ling with an admittedly existing 
gr^p'in an/^quitable and economical way. These institutions are not as 
concerned with*t|.e potential loss of the parental contribution (which does 
not" exist for nanv.of their students whether the student is formally class- 
ified >as dependent or independent) as they are with establishing definitions 
that re^hi^Tiize the trubP'-lTni^ijenSenf/without encouraging abuse. 

Other 'Research and Report a # 

. -inc t\'n past live vears nanv publications and papers addressing the issue 
oi'tnc inaepandent student have appeared. Appendix A is a representative 
listing of publications on the issue. One category of publications deals 
.itn the lowering of the 2cgal age of majority, and includes considerations 

of: 

♦ 

1 The potential impact u^on institutional and state budgets caused 

by greatly increased numbers of students claiming instate residency 
and thereby attaining a lower tuition status. • ... 

2 Court cases in which students have become adversaries of institu- 
tions in their attempts to gain instate resident status and hav|. 
succeeded in changing institutional policies. ■ 

* 

STudemr m^atioit -paWr^is -t4iat~«mld- influence Jut;ure, state__aiid^*„_ 

institutional budgets. « 

4. A combination of two or three of theser factors. 

Another category discusses identification criteria for independent student 
status. These are concerned with: 

1 Evaluation of the api^licability of the existing United States Office 
• 'of Education criteria for. eligibility fpr Fedeifal student aid pto* 

grams • i - s 

2. Substitute criteria for that of OE, ^uch as: 
a. Veterans' status • 
b: Ward of state or county ^ , 

• Residence in own domicile ;£or a period o'f tine by married .Or 
sii^le students ' * 

d. - Independence from parental supgort for different specified 
' tine periods 



-A 'third category addressee the issue from philosophical positions: ^ 

1. The ActualA-alidity^of the concept of studeht independence, ofl tl^ 
basis of limited funds to help all* W 

2. Broad categorization of different kinds of students who should and 
should ncy: beSclassif led as independent 

j. Comparison of the needs of dependent and independent students. and . 
evaluation'of differences ' - ^ 

r.ese publications and papers (and the fact; that most have been ";i^""J;'^^^J" 
the past five years) highlight the growing problems surrounding the independent 
student issue. The reportorial and philosophical publications add to the 
puolic knowledge and understatiding of the issue but do little to furnish 
solutions to the inherent problems. ^ ' ^ 

* * 

Defining Reso urce Pooling Units * ' 
— — ^ t 

Before at^eir.pting to describee the various "resource pooling units" which 
a student may- belong and the ^ degree, of relationship to those 
sho'uld be defined. Obviously the term was used in the Request for Proposal 
becaise it L a less constricting tern, than "family unit" and therefore allows 
greater freedom in thinking about possible alternatives. Some limitations 
must be_^impo„s„ed,Jioweyer, for the definition to have a structural. framework. 

. It must be accepted in this studj that a resource pooling unit is defined 
b>r t^e receipt of financial suppirt fcy a student, ^"i^^^/^"";^!^"; 

' required, hdwever. in order to sep'arate a priori suppSrt from a pos eriori 
support. Clearly, the Federal Government was not intended to be included as 

^ a member of the resource pooling urtit a priori , although for many students it 
may be one of the most important a posigriori members of the unit. 

O 

The traditional definition of resoorie%ooiing unit as it can be applied to ' 
. students in postsecondar>' educmtioiili>j?.Xhe United States is: ^ • 

A group of related individuals wl^sa-l^gal, moral, and/or et^i^M^ 
responsibility to make available the economic resourte^ of one^^-effl^er. 



\ 



in w}tole or in part, to. be, us^d to Oeet the common expenses of- all 
members and/or the indindu^xp^^^-of one or more other members. 

-This definition encompasses tV:.^a<ii^°«a3l resource oooliog units that 'have 
been- evaluated by financial rfW^^Pgrinf-sponsors and Administrators in assess- 
ing student finaicial need in "^secondary education. Those units usually 



included are: f 



The ptfrent-^lblin&itoup ia which both flatur^l parents are present 
and one^r more of the siblings^ is the student 
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^. The parent-sp-bling group in which tWo parents are present but only 
one is the natural parent and one or more of the siblings is the 



stud,ent' 



3. The parent-sibling group headed by only one natural parent with^one 
or more of the siblings as a student 

^. The group headed by a noijparent ijatural relative (grandparent, other 
sibling, aunt,^unile, etc.) .in which one or more of t;he siblings is 
tne stydent A 

• 

..Lt.Kthe exception of orphans (defined as tnose students regardless 'pf age 
wliose natural parents are both dead and no step-parent is present), all 
individuals enrolled in postsecondary education could be assigned to one of 
these fauily units. The problem arises in determining whether the member of, 
the f^milv unit is also a member of the resource pooling unit. A significant 
portion af the problems associated -with determining needf for independent 
students is in the determination of the point at which a member of a family 
unit is no longer a part of the resource pooling unit represented by that 
fanily, , " . . 

Another possible definition of' a resource pooling unit which might have more 
relevance for the financial aid process is: 

A group of related or unrelated individuals who have agreedj formally 
- of Imf^rmlly i that^ ttiB e co n omi c -resbvDtes-of-on^ ^in ber ^11 ^ av ai l- — 
Y able, in whol^e or in part, for the di/ect or indirect support of another 

member. ' * 

'v - - 

This expanded definition would deal more adequately with students who have 
separated themselves from the family unit, both physically and financially. 
To the previous list of !unifes would bemadded: 

. 5. Students maintaining permanent residences separate from any other. 

student -or nonstud^ferit ^% . ' . 

6l. Students cohabitating with Another student or nonstudeilt , (a sanc- 
tioned or aonsanctiohed fatnily unit) . . " 

7. Students living in group quarters with othet students or non- 
students (communes and cooperatives whether formal or informal) 

8. Students living with adults who are no^natural parents or* other*' ^ 
. |( relatives (wards of the court and fo%t« children) * ^ 
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This expanded list; probably defines all of the po^ble "ieseufce pooling 
units" to which a student might belong. Although inclusive of type, it ; 
contributes nothing to a description of th§ degree o| affilia*:ion with tfie 
group whi-ch would permit a.' description., of the method of aeteniilning what, if 
any, of the resources of. another individual can be donaidered as actually 
or potentiaily available for the support, oif that member or those members 
enrolled in postsercondary education. 

For the purposes of this study,. the relevant question is what portion of the 
resources of one resource pooling unit should be made available for the ^ ^ 
support of a member of a different resource pooling unit. Stated more 
specifically — wha^ portion, if any, of the resources of the first four 
pooling units (the traditional "family") should be. made available to stud- 
ents who are members of the second four pooling units (the "independent" 
student). . 

The problem ultimately comes down to a question of when the legale moral, or 
ethical financial responsibility of the traditional fknily unit is altered 
(or terminated) by a s(y;igl'.de«a8ion (on the part of the student or on the 
part o'f the parents) under which the student develops a^ primary, social 
affiliation with a different resource pooling unit. ' 

.Legal Changes in Status . ^ 

Two recent .developments have led some observers to question s^h&T studewt ; ■ 
financial aid ^^iTlfentinue to be aam'itffstered-wi^T)afenCal-r^im:e«-^Tr-^ 
The first is th^ rush by the states --- 43 of 50 since 1971 — to reduce the 
age tof majority to 18. The second grows out of a 1973 .United States Supreme 
Court decision which held that b'eing claimed as someone else'^ income tax 
dependent for laat^ear cannot be fpade a conclusive bar ta receiving. food 

stamps this year. ■ — . ^ 

- /■«- 

Neither development appears to pose a legal or constitutional threat to die 
practice bf coMidering faanily resources in the awar^i oCstudent aid^ 

College aid administrators have no real interelikin whether an aid applicant 
is old'enou^i to vote or is legally "emrfclpated^ from his 'parents. Rather, 
their concern is whether it is reasonable ^o cdnaider the family resources 
of any particular applicant in deciding whether tp give him a financial sub^ 
sidy. Attaining. maj9rity ha^ never been dec^-sive in establishing eligibility 
for educational subsidies. If it was' constitutional^ in 1970 to withhold 
Fe&ral aid £tm a 21 year old student with no resotfrces'of his own, but 
ttam a wealthy fatttly^ irrespective of whether his family made the ^'expected 
^»arental contribution" — ai^d no onfe has suggested the practice was unconsti- 
tutional — then it %e coastltutloit^l to ifi^old such aiifc frOm an 18 year 
old student similarly situated in 1974. - ' - ~ . ; Xr . * 
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The "food stam/case -- USDA v Muyry eC al , Al3 U.5. 508 (1973) — ostenslbay 
p^ft*-in question the BEOG regulation which denies "independent" status to, 
a student who was claimed (ottier than by a %pou8e) last year as a dependent, 
for income tax purposes. Murry the cQurt wa§ looking at a statutory 
provision which barred f6od stamps this -*ear for a hous ehold if any of its 
members was claimed as an income tax depfendent ior last year by someone in 
another household, if that ot her houselrold was itself ineligible for food 
stamps. Thfr -statutory bar was operative no matter how many people were in , 
the affected household, n o 'matter how fr audulent the ^la^tmed tax exemption, 
and no ma tter how desti tute the members of the household-. In a 5-4 decision, 
the. court found that the statute denied due-process. It Is quite clear that 
had there been an opportunity to prove present need ~ in short, had the 
statutory presumption not been irrebutable — ^tb«-^ourt would have ruled the 
other way;' . " \ 



The effect of thfe present BEOG ^regulation is that an "expected family tontri- 
bution" must be subtracted from a stildent's grant entitlement this year if he 
was claimed as an income t^x^^deifendent for last year: The presumption thus , 
is that if the parents claime*>io-haV6 -.Supported the student last year, ij. is' 
reasonable to conij-der charging them with a contribution toward college costs 
this year. The parent?' can plead and prove inability to pay, but they will 
rnot be hea rd to asseyt fnere unwillingness . There is- not and never has been 
I a genm ally enforceable obligation ^on thei)art of patents to pay college 
Uosts, but the Congress has <:hosen to ration BEQG funds on the theory that 
Ube-^agitg~ shouid contribute as (uudi. XL i n ^trfPTe public funds are 



[givfen to the student. 



It seems unliltely . that- the Supfeme i:oUr^ rtfm str i k e down the Congressional 
judgment, particularly in view of the fact that- other Federal student aid 
programs, campus-based, permit award of ej^ucational subsidie^ribased op current, 
actual, individual needs of students, nt might be well tq amend the BEqp 
VegulatiQn_t£L_Eftquire that a parent's "ax exemption, claim be a proper oi^e, 
but in considering whether to do so, the Federal authorities should bear in 
Bind' the general public inte^^st against .prom oting- adversary relationships 
between patent and chlld .^ 



Social Chatties in Status . - - • 

Changes in social , affiliation can occur fon reasons that may be' characterized 
as voKtatary (mut ually ag r ee d to by parent and child) or involuntarily (a • 
unilateral decision by parent or child that may be based on real or imagined^ 
actions' by the bthet' party) . s 

The two major voluntary reasons are a^e amid marriage. It seems gemerally : T; 

agreed in American society* that at som^ po^t a child should leav^ ho^and 
• ^6 oa-liis/her own." The chronologlc^il age at w^ich this "should" -oet«r 

41f fcro ^Mtetig different ethnic, econosmic, and nationality gtcws. The ^ge 
.-for «en HMty be somewhat different than that for women. But thjere seeM to. be 



T 

i 



o 21 



/ 



a c^mrion Cultural pattern that suggests that at some age a child should 
aevelop a social relationship which does/, not necessarily exclude his par 
ents, but nevertheless is separate from them. 

MarriaRe too is a sohally. axfceptable voluntary change iij the social, 
"elliionkip of the parent and chUd. r^t least among the -J^^^^^ ^"^^""i^^, 
•gro£ in America., a married child is expected to establfs^ a social relation- 
stp-p in whicb the parents are not the primary . locus. 

Involuntary changes in social relationships occur for a variety of reasons^, 
but most of them probably»can be characterized as be.ng 

or perceived differences £n the life styles of the parent and the child, in 
Lme instances the^ social change occurs becaus. the P^.^-J^f ^^^P^^^hoice . 
a decision &ade by the ctfild. as . in thercase of an unpopular 
anHn pther cases it.hap'pens because of the child's disapproval of the ^ 

parent. •* ' 

la all instances,: the change in primary social "l^^^^^^^S^P.^^,; "^T^r 
choice on the part of one or both of the, parties to the decision. The 
^^fice o? career, mate, or life style ^(.nd the reaction by other parole 
that choice) is in most instances voluntary on the part of either P"ent o 
iiid T^at changes in the social relationship are ""f^ J -^^^/^f^^r 
'of cWce rather than hecessity is difficult to reconcile "f^^ one of the 
basic assumptions ot/'need analysis." Need analysis P^^^^dures generally . 

_ irco^SKLms. of necessit^^ as bein^^ 
b6ing legitimate. Commonly accepted principles Cff need- analysis^, c-new^^r 

are not especially valuable in this analysis. • ' 

Current Federal Definition of the Independ ent Student 

Although not mandated for use in non-Federal P"f f ^J^'ii^^fl^Ji^n 
independent student most widely used is that included in the 
^establishing the. Basic Educational Opportunity Grant Program. This states^ 
Chat an independent* student is one who: 

I Has not and will not be claimed as an exemption for Federal income 
' tax purposes by any- person except his ot her spouse f 

calZaryear(s) in which aid is received and the calendar year 
prior to the academic yfear for which aid is requested. 

2. Has not retei^ed and will not repeive financiaJr J^^^^^^/J^""'^ 
• than $600 fr/m his or her parentis) in the J/!ff ^^^^^^^^Z 

Khicfr aid is received fnd the calendar year , prior to the academxo^^ 
gear for which aid is requested. ■ . 



3 Has not lived or w-ill ifoC Uve for more than pwo consecutive 
VeeJcs in the home of a pfihnt during the calendar year in which 
aid is! repelled the" cJalpriar year prior to the academic year 
for which aid is request&Sv \ ' 

(Seation .190.42, FR Doc- 74-6083^itle 45, Chapter 1, Part 190., Basic 
Educatioaal Opportunity Grant Program Expected Family Contribution^f or 
Academic Year 1974-75.) ^ 

This definitiong|s less than satisfactory to most program managers and to 
substantial numbers of the students they are attempting to serve. It is 
arbitrary in assuming that a two-year period during which the student has 
not lived at home for any extended period of time or received $600 in 
support qualifies. the student as indlpendent. It is difficult to police 
because the only element subject, to independent verif icaticfn is that relat- 
ing toitax dependency. The program manager has no way of assuring that the 
other two conditions are met. Strict enforcement can also be exceedingly 
unfair to «ome students. Picture a 30-year-old divorced woman with. children 
who, for Reasons of health, lives v^ith her parents for 15 days in oi^r to 
have someone care for her children. This action would cause her to *bse her 
independent status. 

Perhaps, the most serious deficiency of this Federal definition is that it 
is based on legalisms rather than on educational policy. The purpose of the 
student aid for which the definition. has been created-is to assure a post- 

sTcondarjr" education for "tTiose whS cantiat afford th« costs- f rom'-their- owa 

resources. 



State Definitions 

The ways in which states, define independence for the purposes of adminis.tra- 
tion of their studenjt aid programs is also important. Congruence of defin- 
itions among state. Federal, and institutional programs mast be achieved if 
the- conflicting determinations and resulting conflasion are to be reduced. 

Manv state definitions are c€ife^ned with defining something more than student 
Spendence including in thei? "independent student" definitions phrases . ; 
sucHs nZ^m^th (stLe) residency." "other than fmi-time .college student.' 
•Wst have-had an interruption in education of at least one year, which 
indicate that the* definitions. are concerned al^o with determining legal 
rLldency for pr&m eligibility purposes. Care must be exercised to separ. 
ate reaidency r J^ements from self-supporting requirements. 

A number of states have not established their own definitions but have foil 
the Federal guidelines instead. These include Kansas, Minnesota, Tennesse 
and texas. This does not solve . the problem, but simply shifts it to a hig 
Svel of confusion. Among the definition3 that individual states have esj^b- 
lished for themselves, there are a number of common elements bat little 
-coiponality in defining those elements. Some of the items that ate requ^ 
to est^iish independent student^ stattw are: j 
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1. A period o£ physical separation from the residence of the parents . 
The. most ctjmmonly used period is one year ^although that year is not 
consistently described. Tenu^ BvcR as '*last year/' "12 months 
prior to application," and %n^^ Calendar year" are used.* One ^ 
state retquires that the period ;0^: S^p^ration be since- the junior 
year of high school. Another pefmit^^G;<?|<^b^tat»ion if "reasonable 
room and board are paid." The present d^Tinit^lons Appear to allpw 
for some period of residence with the parents during the period of 
physical separation, but there is little consistency. Different 

' 'definitions permit cohabitation fqr^eriods of "two weeks," "one - 
month," and "vacation periods." 

\ 

2. A period of tax dependency separatioft from the parents. This is 
perhaps the most common ^lentent of the definitions, but its imple- 
mentation is ncvt consistent. Various • definitions require that the 
student n^t have been claimed as a tax dependent for "one year," 
"the/ two 'T)revious years," '^the year of application and the year of 
awatd," or "the caleadar year prior to application , the year of ^ 
application, and the year of award. "^ Literal interpretation of ' 
the most stringent of these requirements would-mean that a student - 
applying in November 1974 for aia for the 1975-76 academic year 

/ could not have been claimed as a tax dependent for 1973 (year prior), 
' 1974 (year of the application) , 'and 1975 and 1976 (tHe years of the 
award) . ' 

' "3 7 A stTpuTaTea"^am6un"r "^^^ supp^ort f rom^the-par^itti^ , ' 

/ While the variations in this requirement ^re perhaps less than in 

^ the others, the values are not cpnsigtent* The amounts of $200 and 

. $600, which are used by many, appear to derive from the past and 
present Federal guidelines. The figure used by one, $500, seems to 
be a compromise. 

I 

In addition, a number of states have minimum limits which arbitrarfly define 
the loWfest age at which §elf-supporting status can be granted. These ages 
include 18^ (Maine) , 23 (California and New Jersey) , 25 (Massachusetts), and 
the age which would be achieved after "six years out of high school" (Pennsyl- 
vania)^ , Other stated accept certain groupsT of students" with "recognizS^le" 
characteristics as independent of .par^tal "support . These include all veter- 
ans, veterans with. more than one year's service, wards of the court, orphans^,^ 
married students, married students six ^ears out of high school, and stud- 
ents from "extremely adverse hMe situatlbns." One* state repor;ts perhaps 
the simplest definition of jhe self-supporting student — one who files the' 
Student's Financial Statement instea^ of the Parents' Confidential Statement. 

InstituttonAl Def initic^.^ . ^ I ^ • * v 

•As ml^ht be 'expected, institutions /end to rely primarily on the Federtl 
gyidelin^s for their definitions of student independence. In t^Jime, 1974, 
national s^Jirvey of institutions conducted by the College Scholarship Service 
(CSS), "I? percent of the 1,200 respondents indicated adoption of the Federal 
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definitions, nine percent institutionally developed criteria, and four 

percent acc;pted state or oUr policy definitions. ^ Public institutions 
?ely more on the Federal definitSfins (over 90 percent , while private 
Institutions more often use theirjown policies in administering their 
resources. In tl^e same survey, dl percent of those responding indicated 
lhat S matter of definition was. their Ihost difficult problem in making 
SecLions about independent students. The other problems gf packaging aid 
determining need, anS the like, often are caused by the initial question 
of eligibility. 

In summary, the components of the current Federal definitions are the primary 
criteria for classifying students as to their independence for non-Federal 
as wSl as Federal pVog^ams. This suggests that the definitions Promulgated 

the Federal Government should be as little arbitrary, as reasonable, and 
as enforceable as possible? There is much concern that the present standards 
A nnJ ^^PPt these criteria well. The purpose of this study is to investigate 
flte na^: de ni i ^ihich coul^ be' implemented to simplify the present 
^itua^iof without increasing the numbers of students, or the kinds of students 
who qualify as independent to levels which would be unacceptable. 
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/7 CHAPTER, II: METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY 




Development of Alterp^tive Definlt/lons 

In ttuly, 197A, the .study staff ^c</nvened a small worjang, group 6f representa- 
tives from diff«ent disciplines^ and with different points-of-view to consider 
alternative definitions of ind^endent student status. The members of that 
group, listed in Appendix B, i^enti'fied a number of variables ^ that might be 
significant in assessing the /independence of the student from his parents as 
it relates to paying for posts^condary education. These factors were then 
tTanslated^ into a number of alternative definitions. 

The f-tirst group of definitions involved modifications of existing federal 
^Oetlnitions. The purpose of investigating these alternatives was fo determine 
if simplificatioisi or changes in the elements of the definition pould be accom- 
plished without drastic Qhanges (either reductions or increases) in the number 
and type of student^ who would be declared independent . These alt?ernatives 
wer^: ' ; ' ^ * • ■ 

iC.- pj^sreqard that element of the definition concerningKthe studei^t's 
pince pf residence while in school. 

.2: ' -'Disregard the tax dependency status for the calendar year prior to 
* - the 'academic. year f^r which aid is requested. 

. . • ., ^ ' . / - ' 

I 3. 'Disregard entirely tax dependency status. ' ^ ' 

r^^" 4/ Dis'regard SnidrJly ''^^^^ of parental c^ntrtbiltion. 

5. Reduce the m/imum allowable parental* contribution to $200. 

6. increase thJ amount of allowable parental contribution to $1,000^ 

J. Ueduje th J maximum allowable, parental pontribution to zero. 

8. "DisvegaA both the amount, of parental contribution and the student's 
place cJk residence^ while in^sbhool. | 
^ ff . - . 'J- 

The serond gto/p of alternatives related' to verifiable characteristics of ^ 
groups pf .stu/ents who traditionally might be, coniideted independent. .|hese 
Alternatives/included: ^ V. . ' 

fclare as independent ali those.-^^l years of age or older: 

^clare as ind&^hde^t all those 22 y^ai^ o^^ige or older. 
" ' * ' ' ' ' . * .< ' 

Declare as inde^ndfnt^ all tiQS^25'years/of age or older. ; 



n2,. 



Declare as independent -all those t/hoSare or have 



Jbeen m^ried.' 



- 11 - 



i 
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13. ' Declase as independent all those with dependent children regardless 

of marital status. * , ) 

14. Declare as independent all veterans. 

15. "t^clare as^ndependent all those receiving welfare benefits 
' ^ their own right. 

Practically speaking, an, independent student is one who does not receive any 
financial* contribution from his^.or her parents^ To study th€i effect of 
/defining as independent that group who da not egcpect to receive any 'contribu- 
tion from thei^r parents, three additional alternatives /were developed: 

16. Declare as independent all those wfto rq sorted no parental contribu-- 
tion\ ^ p ' ' - *. 

Declare as independent all those for whom the CSS system of need • 
analijsis would determine that no parent U contribution could be 
expected. • . - 

' - ^ < I 

18. ^Declare as independent all those who' would be considered to be receiv- 

ing no contribution from their parents under the BEOG system of 
determination of family contributiori. 

• * * 

•*Concem.for the needs of <he "nontraditional student" suggested the investiga- 
•t^on'of another set of alternatives based on dela yed en try into postsecondary 
^educationfr Four w^e develope^V^at related the^stuUenT^s^le W^h^ 

educational -level: - 

. • «. ■ ^ J ' *• 

19, *<Declare as independent any student who deiaye4 entry one year ^ ' » . 

2Q^ Declare' as inSependent ^y student who delayedi entry, tfio years or 

DecIafB-as independent antf student who delated entry thiee years or 
nK?re^ • v , , ^ ' ^ : f 

22. i^cjare as independent any 3tudent\who delayed entry four years or 

Be^ose upper ^vision students are Ao're likely to Wish ta be considered 
Independent th«^^ f ireshmeiyor saphoaords^ two altemdtives teased on class 
l«vel*were inVei^igatedr // * / - * . ^'t^ * ^ 

33^ Declare w indepmdent Jll seniors^ . . 
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24. reclalre asXinddgfind&it jail juniors Md seniors • 



J. 



\ 



'"'"^"'I.Tif WeiL^le trco«iS? hi. to be Independent r^J'f 
:n°t*; iL«ft«i:trc. ?o stud, thU. tour .ltem.tl.e. .ere ..ilcted: 

- 25. • iwdare as independent ail stndents «r««r Jl houW *er i^ee* OP ' 

'26. Declare as inhependeot all students worki^ 31 hours per ..ee* or . ' 

27 Declare as independent al'i s'tudents ^os\ personal e^^;" J^^^'^ ' 
. W%^ent of H.Se.of the of the.i: parehts' earaihg^ 

2a • Declare' as' independent all students whose persokal earning *rere 
^ J^^^SorSre of the amount of their parents' ^r^ngs. 

Data Base for Investigation 

... -..need - thj. stn^ -te J--t1«?«Si:ntr ^Sc^r^ 

,1th the Student Re.ource Survey. > ""^^^^^^5 agencle. .tudy the 

^^1^^4«. tS?tl^Sr^Su»nt 1. IncluBd i Append 

XhJv.tui'en, «e.o„rce Survey (S^) ""JJrJl^tjTsis'^rftr duHnr^L^.. 
It On be Jdminletered on cai^u. 'Vthe ti« of re^tr r 

or bT-^l "ith pr^regl«r.tlo. "t'ji'Jf " /J^" Wc lnstru.»nt 

not r.3Wng '°^J"JSt. c^^:t* U 'aJ-yTously. «.d for that 

i'..:riP&-S^ tr^SlS^Sl^^^^^ f»r .laelng d,t.. NO lu^or^tlon 
available iiput nonparticipatiiig Students. \ 

«r„dlikln which coi«pari«im data were availawi, the responses 
-Tii^ii thV SSl^ t^in ^o to five percent of 

gl^ 60 the SRS tell no dirtctiV ceroarable informatiotfns available, 

W''Xi?rS^ts t^it 'tSe SSl plpSTtion U not be a^curatel^ , 
tbe ^Kossibiuty exists tnac jtue ^ the results ttf suggest that 

r3t..«t.d Vthou* theri 1^ «Jd.^^^ 

uf.'OTrnstfK*npSSss:r.s%:n5^^^ »^ -fid. 
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Th^ original data base from which £his study, group was drawn included more 
than 98,000 students from the ftates of California, MontiSe^vOregonVV Pennsyl- 
vania, and Washington. This grd(up wa/ sampled in such a way to assure that 
the distribution of students attending 'two-year public, four-year public, and 
private (both tvo- and four-year) institutions appro^i^iated the national 
distribiitiqn of Students among types of institutions as closely as ^sstbie. 
It vas 'saipied further tc assure that the population "of each state bjore the 
fe.ght relative to the' 6ther states in the sample. This sampling 
a stadv group .^T 32, 373 uadergraduite .students, distributed afe shown 
1. .dist-ibati ' t'te .igc ci' t;v students in the tot|l sample 

t m .able 4; t'u' paien'd] income in Table 6. 



Drcduce 



Against 
student 
class 
itions . 



this data base, c of the alternative definitions of the independent 
was tested to deterrine what percentage o^ change would occur in those 
ifjied at ^resfint4^|idependent /independent according to the Federal defin- 
An analysis ofthis intormation will appear later, 1 



ttefininte* Independence in the* Study 



for this 
lation of 
t rules 



len 



I « 

The Stiikent Resource Survey (SRS) whidi was used to collect the dat 
study licludes questions that make it possible tb generate a determ: 
dependeAcy status closely approximating that- required under the pre: 
of the Basic Educational Opportunity Grant Program (BEOG) . This d^dermina- 
tion coiines students* responses to questions about tax dependency 4 p^rpntal 
e:gff t r ib u t i o n , " and- p^ce M r^^tdence ^ — • 



with 

your 
It calen- 
il tax 

for a 



ion in 
from 

at 

i cortes- • 



i 1 



In the area of tax dependency, the SRS questions correspond directly 
those required in the BMG determination. The student is asked, 
parents claim you as a dependent ''for' Federal tax purposes for the U 
dar year'" and "Will your parents claim you as a dependent for Fedei 
purposes this calindaf year?" Responses of "No" to both are require 
student to be considered* independent . The studeriPs response to thel question 
"Estimate the amount of money you will receive during the nine-month [academic 
year from . . . parent or Legal guardian" is used to determine the allcwdble 
parental support, and a response of $600 or less, coupled with two negative 
responses to the ta:^ dependency questions is required to be determinid indepen-. 
dent. Thd BEOG definition requires less than $6DP parental, contribut 
the presertt and prior 12 month calendar year. The determinations mac 
the SRS responses may over- or under-estimate the number of indepenc 
students, It is likely, however; that the SI(S determinations close] 
pond to those* of the BEOG pro-am. ' ' .' . 

The BEOG ^galdency requirement allows no more than two coasecutive wefks residence 
with the barents during the prior and current year. The SRS (toes not bake 
this detailed inquiry, but rather asks "When at college, where do youhomally 
live?" iVthe student responds that .he normally lives with parents oti relatives 
he is not Iconsidered to be independent. The student who responds thatihe 
nonMlly lives elsewhere but returns bogie for vacation periods would bfe con- 
sidered iiilependent if he qualifies under the tax dependency «id parent 
cotftributlfcn question*.. I» this respect* the SRS probably overstAtej «ie 
'iiaiiber 6t indepe^icrent students. . 
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CHAPTER III: CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDENTS WHO ARE 
INDEPENDENT UNDER. THE PRESENT BEOG PROGRAM. DEF IN ITlMs 



Using the Student Resource Survey items described in the previous Chapter, 
a determination w'as made whether each of the students in the study sample 
would have quaUfied as dependent or independent under the definition used^ 
by the Basic Educational Opportunity Grant Program for recipients during the 
1974-75 academic year. Under that definition, 79.2 percent of the sample, // 
would be considered dependent and 20.8 percent would be considered independ^- 
ent. SUghtly more full-tiii?^ than part-time students would be considered / 
dependent. Among full-time |tudents, 22.6 percent of. the men qoalifj as/ 
independent, 12.9 percent of Ithe women. The following table shows the dis- 
tributij of dependency staipa by sex for responsents inS^he study ;groupi. . ; 



.... 



TABLE 2 



, Dependert5~St^tu» |y "Se3t.Q| All Study Group Respondents . 




The study group included 
wire carrying course loa 
this group has beei^\excli 
responded to permit any c 
^tlclpation in Fe4eral 



4,obo. sttkdents <i2.3 percent of the total) who 
6ss thin. fuil-tine. In the analyse?^ that follow,. 



not lnj«0;j 
:ifudeat 



of this igroup 
,r prasent 
t^a (in fact, • 
tivet^ef Initions 



On many c f the variables too 
fclusions to ie -drawn, further, t 
tudent aid- pr< grams Is extremely 
oajLJou-j-Jion. would mask the effects alt 
aid populajion eligible «t ptrasent. 

\ ■ • — L- 1 \ ■ ' ■^ -• ■. ■ -'^^ / 

who now qualify aa independient \are old^r than .those vhd wodW, be / 
>i4ere<l depart. TheWan age-of .the ftai-tla* indagead^st^WudrtitjM ; 
yaaia and that of the dapendent student 20,8 jeBra. S$^^m^e(9er 25 y 
up onj^ 13.^ percent the total full-time group, Jjiit ^eJ^-n^irly ha 
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(49.4 percent) of the indepencl^nt student group. Not all ol^er students J 
were, independent, however. Ahnout three out of ten studej^CT over 25 years 
of age would pot <iuaiify as independent under fveeehj^^^i^de^^^^' Tal?le 3 
shows the age distribution of the dependent and ^nd^nd^^t^ students in 
the sample. 

TABLE' 3 / 

Y Dependency Status by Age • ^ y 

- • * - ^ 

' (Full-Tlme Students Only) 



Age 



;18 or uffldBT 

20. . . - . . 

12 to 2A 

30 to 34 
35 t<r 40 
^41 or above 



Column Per.cent 
Total Dependent . Independent 



7 

Mean' Ajg^ 



.A 



7.7X 
21.3 

/-19.2 , 
.19.1/ 
.19.0 ' 

h.2 
.X. 

100. ot 

'^1.8 



,9.3% 

25ii^v' 
\ 22. SV-^ ■ 
21.3 \ 
16,2 
"-7.-4 — 
'.7 

.5 
100. OX 

20.8 



.6% 
2.2 
4.6 . 
9.4 
^31.1 

8.7 
4.4 
3.1 

ioo^oz 

26.2 



Row Percent ^ 
Total Dependent Indei>endent 



IQO.OZ 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
< 100.0' 

100,0^ 
.106.0 
100.0 



98. 5Z 
984 

'.95.6 
90.9 
69.9 

— 29Te- 
26.6 
30.9 
40.1 



1.5Z 
' 1.9 
'^..4 • 
9,1* 
30.1 
^70^ 



73.4 

'69.1 y 

5^.9 ' 



Not all W/tled students* guaUfy, a« In&peniJiBnt under the present guidelines. , 
nearly ^ev^ percent of ti^e pendent students ariB \or havfe bien Mtried. Of ^ - 
st&elrts Vho are -pr6Bently^rried, 30.5 perbent would not qualify S* Indepen- 
'deatr anwng tSose^^arated-^or divorced,, 37.3 percent would not quaUfyi amtmt, 
those who teported tfiey wepe widowed, 43.1 Mir cent would not^'qualify . Talfle 
. D-V, in Aopinlix ^. sW a the distribution of dependent,aad:^ independent students 
by theiir present iiiarltai-~sta£jg ^ - — ^ 

VeteranvSnake up a substaKtiai/portion of those i^o'lirouidji^^ 
im^z<picesent guidelines, ^tft>4.6 percent 9t t^« ide^fledTT'the- 
"ladependent indleating they ;tere veterans, llpt «U vetetass qua] 

a, howejwir,' beciwe 40^.5 percent of liisse i*o,iii4ie«]Ee*^^«bfl^«*t 
-iOd not. •eetjaie,establl«hed criteria. : 
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Studeats who 'identified themselves as Black or Spanish-American were much more 
Xikely to qualify as independent than wer6 students in other ethnic/racial 
groups. Among the Black students 30.5 percent would qualify as independent 
and 25.3 percent would qualify aiong the ^Span^.sh- Americana . Those who Iden- 
tified- themselves as Oriental weife the least likely to be independent, with 
only 10.5 percent meeting present guidelines. The following table shows the 
distribution of students by fethnic/racial" group meri)er8hip. 



TABtE 4- 



Dependency Status. by Ethnic/Racial Group Membershtp 



/ ^ 



(Full-Time Students Only) 



Ethnic/Racial 
Group ^ 



Column Percent 
Total Dependent Inc 



American Indian 
Black 
Vhite 



80.5 



Row Percent 
Total Dependent Independent 



_ -Li 



Spanish-America'tii 4.6 
Oriental . | .4.3 
Other • • • I 1 3.8 




1 100.03? 100. OX 



Sene of the or4,gl»al stwtent rissponses have been, shortened for convenience. 
Black-Black/AfrWAmerican/Ne^rbj White-Caucasian/Whites Spanish-Amerii^- 
Chicano/Mexican-American/Other 'Spanlsh-Speaktng Merican; Oriental-Oriental/ 
Aslan-Aiierlcan . ^ • | .1^ 

As mi^t be expected from the ^gaeater incidence of. independence among older 
students, those- at higher class levels are more likelyv to' be independent. ? 
AJftifug freshman' Students, only one in ten (9.2 perc^t) would qualifr as inde- 
pendAit onder present gui'deUnes, but jaioiig seniors, nearly three i^ten' . 
(2? .5 percent) would be considered indiependraj*. Slightly more tlHii 15 percent 
9f the sophomores, nearly 22 percent of the Juniors, and more diu 35 percent - 
of the f ££th year uhdergraduates would be considered in^epfettdent^ Table D-2 , 
in Appendix D, ^Kows the distribution ^f 'dep«yt«it and indei>enda&ic stwlents ^ 
by «1«S8- level. . .. \ 



Students who qualify for independent, status under tlvfr present guidelines come 
from families .with lower incomes than do those who are dependent . This sub- 
stantiates the opinion that for many students independence may be a matter 
of necessity rather than of convenience. The mean parental income of dependent 
full-time students in the study group was $l4,5|9j that for Independent full- ^ 
time students in the study group w^ $10,243. Students from families with 
incomes in excess of $i2,000 made up 52.1 pepetfet of the total group and 56.3 
percent of the dependent student gtoup, but only 31.8 percent o| the independent 
student group. Antong students from families with incomes of less than $6,000, 
32.6 percent of the students qualify as independent j among those from families 
with incomes of more than $18,000, only 8.5 percent meet the present qualifi- 
cations. Table 5 shows the distribution of dependent and independent students 
by student- reported parental income. 

TABLE 5 , ^ ' y 

. • ' • . / 

Dependency Status by Student-Reported Parental Income 

(Full-Time Students Only) 



Student-Reported 
Parental Income 



Column Percent 
Total "Dependent Independent 



T 




$ 5,999 
$*7,499 
$ 8,999 
$11,999 
$14,999 
$17,999 
$20,999 
$24,999 
above 



J^,^.OZ 



8.5 
> 6.9 

7.7 
17.2 
15.7/. 
10.1 

7.9 

6.2 
12.2 



7.1 
6.3 
7-,l 
17.2 
16,4 
10.0 
8^6 
6.9 • 
■13.6 

iboToz' 



Mean Income 



100. OZ 
,$13,829 $14,559 



100 .OZ 
$10,243 



Row Percent 
Total' Dependent Independent 



15. 4Z 


100. OX ■ 


65. 7X 


34. 3Z 


15.4 


100.0 


69. S 


30.5 


9.3 


100.0 


76.1 


23.9 


10,3 . 


100.0 


,77.1 


22.9 . 


17.2 


100*0 


83.1 


• 16.9 


11.9 . 


IQO.O 


87.1 


12.9 


6.8 


ioo.o - 


88.6 


11.4 


4.6 


100.0 


90.1 


9.9 


2.9 


100.0 


92.1 


7;9 


5.6 


• 100.0 


92.2 * 


7.8 



Stud&ts who are considered dependent uttder-the present guidelines report 
racelvlng an average o'f $964 in support from their parents w More/tiwn half 
of the dependent students <53.1 percent) report receiving leff. thaa $«» in 
l»ie«t«l support, with nearly two of ten ^<18»1 pcrcettt) Actually «elf- 
supporting. because thef^receiv4 no support from fl^eir patents or guatdiaas. 
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According to the methods used to calculate parental contribution by the Basic 
Educational Opportunity Grant Progranr, the mean that would be expected f-rom 
dependent students would be $1,617 (167.7 percent^of_ih^ reported by 

the students). Exactly one quarter (25 pefcentj^of ^e dependent Students 

"would be calculated to receive less than $600 in support from^ their parents 
under the BEOG procedures (more than twic^ that parent report actually 

.receiving less than $600) and uuly 8.5^ pe r c ent would be ipalculated to receive 
no parentn^s uppprt (18.1- percent report ndne>. 

For students who are at present determined to be independent, the toean BEOGT 
calculated parental contribution would bave been $1,218 h^d they befen consid- 
ered dependent. About four in ten (40^5 percent) would have been- calculated 
to receive less than $600 (the amount which they^diixe^^®^ IxCder to 
.qualify ^independent) and more thai^one In'ten (10.6 percent) would have 
been cal^ated to receive nothing from their parents. — ¥^le 6 on the follow- 
ing page shows the distribu^ton of reported parental contribution^ for students, 
classified as dependent under present guidelines and the BEOG calculated 
parental contribution* for both dependent and independent fullrtime students 
in _the study group. ' * - 

jrhe&£__characteristics parti ally des cribe the full-time students in the present 
study group who wo uld be cla ssified as depende nt or ljndopfi Hdfin,t under the^ 
guidelines usmd at present by the Basic Educational Opportunity Grant Pjrpgram, 
most-of^the state scholarship agendas , and neirly all Individual institutions 

^^f^stsecondary^ftducatiQa^^ iaieiig^ ch^acterisj^^ 
which the' alternative definitions to be subsequeVitly described can be^coiH)ared, 
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CHAPTER IV: FINANCIAL I^tt^LICATIONS OF THE^RESl^HT DEFINITION 



Under rthe present Federal guidelines for demonstrating self-supporting student 
status, there is little financial disincentive to the parents. The only loss 
theV would experience would be their inability to cl$im the student^as a 
Federal income pax depetident. This would result in ^n increase in the Federal 
tdcable income of/tBe parents of $750 for each child emancipateH in this way. 
The incre'kse would be taxed according to the marginal tax rate for theic 
incon^e level. In order for the student to qualify for self-supportfing status 
the deduction must be foregone for two years,, thus the total period of foregone 
Federal tax deducations would extend ^to five yeara_i{ the student wljre to be . 
considered independent for his entire undergraduate career and for the total 
period of his eligibility for assistance under the Basic Educational Opportun- 
ity Grant Program. ' ; * 

The table that follows shows the cost to the family through loss of Federal 
Income tax deducations for the various periods. . 

TABLE 7 . ' 

Inipact of 'Student Independence 

On Federal Income Tax Payments of the Parents 



Parental Adjusted 
~gross^ Income 



Increase in Federal Tax 

"Tax |i|i11e* r- y YeaF" "^^ T years S yearJ" 



$12,000 t6 $16,000 


, 25% 


i $187.50 


" $375.0Q 


-r~^37.5(), 


$16,000 to $20,000 


28 


1 . 210.00 


A 20 on ' 


- — ^l.OS^MlO 


$20,000 to $24,000 


\ 32 ' 


{ 240.00 


480,00 


ifi^O.OO 


$24,000 to $28,000 . 


i 36 


; 270.00 


540.00^ 


>^ L, 350, 00 


$28,000 to $32,000 . 


39i ■ 


1 . 292.50 




1,462.5P 


$32,000 to $36,000 






=-'=="■"'^0.00 


. 1,575.00 


$36, 000. to $40,000 ' 




^TsItTso 


675^ oq ' 


^ • 1,687.50 



*197J tax rat^s for. families filing joint returns 



The impadt^ of loss of deduction on state or local income tax returns^ of course, 
^varies. It is unlikely that it would be sidbaftantial. In New Torkv for example, 
for a family with an income of $20,000 the stkte tax liability would b^' 
•increased no more than $87 per year; in California the' increase woifld b^ no 
more tl^ $60 per year» It is possible^that for sosle families the increases, 
tfi^l^be ttor<e becaus^.tk^jr* would be unable to. claim medical expenses paid for 
nonaependent children a^d would experience a lEurther increase in their taxable 
.jtncome.* However, since this would occur only when total medical e^q^efises 
jixceeded three percent of .gross income (the level at wfeich jthey jcto be item- 
tkfA) it li not likely that this would be a si^ificant coaX for. families at 
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higher-income levels. With independent status for the student the savings to 
th* family would be significant. Assuming that a family made no more contribu- 
tion to a strud6nt's educational expenses than would be permitted under the- 
Kuidelines ($600 per year). Table 8 shows the savings that would be experienced 
usinft^tliiteontribution levels expected under the College Scholarship Service - 
system. (This system is used for determining eligibility for institutional 
and campus-ijased Federal student aid by more than 4,000 institutions in this 
country.) , » 

1 4 

. . TABLE 8 



, Impact of Student Independence, on 
Parental Contributions Expected by the 



Parental Income ' 



Contribution 



$12,000 
$14,000 
$16,000 
$18,000 ^ 

»$22,000 
$24,600 

'^i^foeo 

$28,0"00 
$30,000 



L , 



$ 973 
.i.378 
1,851 

^^^^ 

3,190 
4,011 
. 4, '803' 
5,S89 
.6;337 
-6,992 



1 year 




Net Savings** 



$ 



. 373 
778 
1,251 
1,843 

2^,590. 

3>ir/ 




4,989 
5,737 
6,392- 



$ 492 
3,112 
5,004 
7,372. 

^iQ*m. 

13*^44 
.9,956 
19,956 
22,948 
25,568 



'*19 74-75 contribution levels for a two-parentT, threfe-child family withouj: 
complications (Table f, CSS Need' Analysis: Theory and Computatipji Pfo- 
edures for the 1974-75 PCS and SFS) * 

**E8timated typical expecteji parental contribution minis, $600 per year 
max^iiffiraliow8^»l«-^«fefltai contribution ' • : 

For f^^milies in-highef-income levels, this undoubtedly overstates net savings. 
fhe^SS expected contribution level for families with incomes in excess of- 
$2l,000 exceeds the average cost of one year's res^ent e4ucatian at a private 
four-year institution in 1974-75 (the maximum tha^ most families would be 
expected to contribute under moit circumstances) and these estimates do not 
include any contribution the student might make from sunrner ?«Pjoj»f S °5v 
„set8. The table does, hoirever. indicate the «^ving8 , that , fjadUei might 
experience if their child were cdnsidered independ4nt of their readffces. k 




8 



family with/iii^ntiome of, $20,000 would lose approximately $240 in Federal 
income ta»4ltfu2tions but would be excused from an expected edufcational 
expense X^^Ztion of nearly $3,200 per year, the net savings to the 
famili^i^u^be nearly $3,000 per year. ^ - - 

ie stu<I^t iiiwself would not olitain particular advantage in dollar terms, ' 
bec^Jwould simply be substituting support from financial aid resources 
fS^upport frpm the parents.. But there would be considerable change in 
--iligibility for financial assistance. A student from a family with an 
income of^ $26,000 would be ineligible for Federal, state, or institutional 
financial assistance on the basis df expected parental -"^ribution a/even 
the- most expensive institutions. As an independent student, ^owever^is 
need could easily approach the full amount of the institutional budgA. If 
•hfapplied for and Sas fopnd ^eligible for - participation in the Basic/Educa- 
tional Opportunity Girant Program, he might receive as much as $5.60ain 
•bEOG support over four-years at full funding. With an in^^i'^"'^^";^^^ 
that is'Eigh and other grant aid (such as that from the SJOG progr^) , a 
student could easily qualify for and migfit receive as .'""'^^ as -$U^00 in ^ 
|l?t aid' over the course of four y^ars ($1,400 from BEOG plus $O00 in 
matching. grant aid from other sources per yeat) 

Th.e financial incentives to the family (and consequent^Jsp^ ''^.Mp''^\he 
finaricial aid programs) of independent student status 4,^°^"f,':;,i^^' 
following table shows the distribution of parental contrlb^ th^t would . 
have been computed using the 1974-75 BEOG computation ^^ff 
independent -student s^the'atudy_.-group.ha4.^t^^^^^ 

parents. These apdJnts w/re calculated accordir^Kj^e s^e general .guide- 
lines as thos^^ed at pfesent for dependent jfjiCints . / \ 



Parental /^^tribuf ion that Would Have Bfeen Expected 
From IndeXdent Students Under Present G^iidelines Using 
1/74-75 BEOG Computation Procee^es 




Amount, of Contribution 



None 

$ 1 
•$ 201 
.$ 401 
$ 601 
$1,001 
$1,501 
$2,001 
$2,501 
$3,001 

Mean 



to $ 200 
to $ 400 
to $ 600 
to $1,000; 
to $1,500 
to $2,000 
to $2,500 
to $3,000 
and above 




Percent of Students 



7 



11.1% 

3.7 
20.7 

5.1 
15.3 

5.4 
10.8 

8.9 

6.9,. 
12.1 

$1,283 
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The mean BEQG expected pa/ental contribution that would have been computed 
^^rTtuSefts. in ?he stuk? group now considered to be independent was $1,283. 
jHt^int tJat there are Lout 7.45 million undergraduate students enrolled 
tr^stLconLry education. during thk 1974-75 acadenvic year. Jhe net loss . 
SrSugrf™ parental contribution from the ^O'S percentr^f students 
considered independent wLld be the mammoth sum of ^i-^.^f j'^f 
be unreasonable to assumi that all of .the students wh0 ate at present con^ 
sidered independent make \that claim in order to relieve their parents or tne 
ni^Pssitv of mking the eLected contribution. More.^ stringent status de^- 
Uio" would To^'result if a total recovery of that amount But jhe amou-Jj^ 
; contribution lost from\arents of independent students is ^ig^^f f 
r^rhalnlv fhe incentive to\ave a student becprae independent -7 savings or 
an averaL of $"28 ^n parental -crontribution plus an average BEOG .ward at 
l^lt lunfing of . 567V (a'totW financial gain of $1,850 - -^J^^J. 
a tax reduction loss of not more .than $400 per .year indicates that there 
would be a relief pf financial pressure by declaring independence. 



•X 
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QHi^ER V: SOCIOPATHOGENIC OWSEQUENCES OF INDEPEWDEKT ^TUDENT MFINITIONS 



cbapter deals with ways ia which the application of the prteent^fini-| 
tion b^Hn^^fiendspt dtudenf status to Federal student aid programs may have 
an'^dverse impKt on individuals an^institutions in our society. A later 
* "clfapter will look at suggested modifications in the definition and speculate 
on possible adverse effects of these modifications. 

Manifest and Latent Functions; An Introduction * 

In looking at a specific program^ designed to have an impact on society or a 
\ part of society, it is possible also (o* observe the consequences of the 

program. These consequences have often been divided into "manifest" functions! 
and "latent" functions which Robert MertOn defines ^ follow: ^"Manifest i 
functions are those objective consequences contributing to the adjustment or \ 
adaptation of the system yhich are intended and recognized by participants in 
the system; latent functions, correlatively , being those i^ich are neither 
. ^ intended nor recognized.** Since this chapter will be concerned primarily 

with latent functions of the present definition i^t will be helpful to GeBtinue^ 
Merton's explanation of latent functions': "The unintended conse^t&nces or^^ — ^ 
action are of three types; • (1) those which a«e functional for a designated 
system, an^ these comprise the latent functions;^ (2) those irtiich are dysfun* * 
ctional f^or a designated sys^tem, and these comprise the latent dysfunctions;. 
and (3) those whtxdi iri^elevanc r" i — ' — 

When regulations concerning! eligiWlitv' $or independent student status weire J " 
specified, certain consequences werS^-fntended by the action. TheV^ulations 
were intended to further the ba^ic' goal'of th^ Federal student aidwrogrjams — 
to equalize and extend educational opportunity and thus make acces^^ Ug^er 
education' available to all wAo could benefit frc»i it. tt^'was also die inten- 
tion of' the independeiit studant criteria to retain the philosopliy ibmt parents 
-zs-z .^^ usually responsible f or tue education of their children leaat througti^ 
, the bachelor ^s de^ee. The regulations recognize diat there are, in fact, 
>^ndivlduals who jno longer havd access to their parents* "resource pool** but 
are designed vto prevent families to shift ffnaacial resi^msibillty to the- 
goveiwient vhich they mi^t otkerwise have accepted as t|i^r own. 



This became the.manifest functibxf.of the independent student provisions: to 
< ^.insure that students tfho do not! normally depend on their parents financially 
j' would not have to do so in the raecial case of^^dc^titin, and^ to pr e vent - ^ 
those who were normally financiu.ly dependent;^ their paren 'A from using 
i|i«„^this provision to allow their poKnts to escape responslbill' y . 

' » , f ^ - . 

Ike Offlce^of Education defined an in^igj^dent student as oq<k who 1) does 
not live with ;^is/her parents for more than two weeks at a t:m^^^2) has not 
.and will not Receive more thma $600 per. year. from his parentirfor m tfafeer^ea^ 
period and 3) has not and will not be declared as a dependea ; f or tax porpctees 
by his/ber piirents f6r a three-year period. By exteMion» a d^>ei|dent student 
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is anyone who fails to meet one or more^ of the cirltertaf one who re^i€ed 
with his parents 15 days or more, received '^Ol or more in cash oj^ind in 
any one calendar year, or was declared twith or %rtthout his cop^nt) as a 
dependent <<or tax purposes. 



other implicit criteria, that wiJJ*.,,^ 



tlx is these specific criteria, as well , 
be the focus of this chapter. The py^ose wirll be to see if the criteria 
as set forth above, ever act to neg^e the principal aim of equalizing educa- 
tional opportunity. Are students who are unable to afford post secondary 
education being denied aid? Are students who are able to finance their 
college education, either from their own or from their parents resources, 
being granted aid because the criteria are overly broad? What other dys- 
functions are pioduced by the regulations? 

It seems possible at this time to say with certainty that there have beea 
some inequities^ created by the definition. Ai^dyet^t Is difficult to quan- • 
tify the problem nationally or present a full d^CTiption of^what has happened^ 
^ Those students who did not receive afd because they did not qualify under th^ 
i regtilations may have been unable to attend college and therefore cannot be 
'found in tHe college student populatioir. Sai^ling the entire population of 
the nation between the ages of 18 and 45l to locate i^at is probably a rela- 
tively, small number of cases would l>e prohibitively expensive. j 

Those who managed to receive o Federal aid thar was not inte)aded for students 
in situations such as theirs are. nearly ispossi^le to find — they are, of 
course, part of the student population on nearly every campus, but they are 
not going to step forward and identify themSieiv^.^ 

What is left is to engage in some reasoned speculation. It^ia the intent of 
this chapter to present cases %9hich are known, or have been described, and 
add them to .certain logical^ categories to produce^a list of possible dysfunc* 
tions of the current criteria. While the impact on thef student and the 
institution is the most obvious, other individuals and/ageneies are affected. 
Some of these will be described, especially those thaJ affect regulations 
.between the ^tnad^t and society, his family, or the Mvernment. 

. Some Latent Consequences of the Eligibi'lity Criteria ] 

Independent status is determined by the student's r«^tion to his parents or 
guardian during the 20 months pripr to his applicatipn for aid (assuming a - 
September entry)] and by liis.;a^±cipated relation td Ills parents or gnmrdlan 
during the 14 mdjiths followittg the beginning of thfe academic year. Thus,-^a 
candidate for a l^rant for the 19^-75 school year^ad to account for the 
period from January 1, 1973 to Deqi^ier 31, 1975- 

There are essential^ three latent cpns^uences which liay result from the 
regulations. Thfe first, and most obvious, ^s ttjt denial of aid to an indivi- 
dual because he failed^ to meet the 6|5lgeria to pe classified as an independent 
student. The secdnd effect is the alc^ration q£ tl^e legal .status of a student 



which allaws.him to meet the criteria. /The third effect is the alteratic 
of the real status of the student — itf impact on his relations with his 
family k 

Consequences of Failure to Qualify 

In establishing criteria for independent dtudent status ther^ is the risk of 
either accepting too many individuals who shiould h^e been screened out (false 
positives) or rejecting individuals who should have been included (false nega- 
tives') students (or would-be students) who are either independent by some 
social or psychological criteria or students who, while still dependent on 
their parents in some spheres, are independent when it comes to financing .an 
education. ' , * 

One of the mpst obvious sources of false negatives is the time provision. 
GuideUnes are designed to prevent a- student who is leaving, hometo attend 
school from suddenly declaring himself independent and taking adrantage of a 
program which was not designed for him. Yet there are obvious cases where 
this individual is, in fact, independent. Ar, illustrative case would be one 
in which a woman whose parents do not approve of her entry Into postsecondary 
education is not allowed to remain, at home and receives no -financial support 
from her family. Because she lived with hdr parents in the past md was. • 
supported by them, she would not be considered independent under tjj^present 
Federal guidelines. 1^ . 

^^h^t- as a p c r s oB m a y be come P«tr ang e dJ[rom his patent s over je ^t ion, ja^_j;;j_^ 
stud^luTblcome estranged because ^f political decisions orbehavlorT. . - 
At one time going to school instead of volunteering to go into the army 
cl,^d a great deal of conflict. This pf ten resulted in parental refusal to 
^sist m educational financing. At times the alienation between P««°t «»d 
child is total. Vietnam provided us with many examples of this. While a 
parent is within his legal, if not moral, rights to refuse t6 8»q)port the 
Student, the Federal reiulations will not recognize that student as Independent 
of his parents. ^ 

Th« kov factor is the timing of the estrangement or Beparatlon. ,If it occur- 
^^d ye«8 ago it woulS Lt be an issue, but if there has been aay dependency 
to tJ^ 20 month* preceding entry into cpllege, the student is defined a» dipen- 
dent. 

Certain other situations produce equally -difficult problems. .The moBt obvlow 
is Che newly married student. Present regulations do not recognlte a new 
marriage as a declaration of independence ^rom parents. The aa8uiq)tlon Is^ . 
rh-t narents Still main tali .the obligation to pay for postsecondary education 
^ Jh^ ^d-Si. be" pett of the fSly In the last 20 months. If e returning 
ierSt^.tays with Its parents for anything oTer U d^y. -ft" hi. return, 
J^^^sifled as dependent. The same is true of a son or daughter who 
•ti^s with a sick> parent for 15 days or more. 



While only $600 ln~ financial assistance malf be received from parents, there 
is no limit t© the aaoUnt that Bay be received ircm others. Thus, a 
relatiye My provide ^ood or clothing (eveh a ^lew car to use) and it would 
not Mkc the student ^^pendent nor vould it be likely to count as part of 
4iis ^rior year's ijuuMie in detezaining the mz%\mm asiount for vfaidi he is 
eligible* 

Examples of manipulating the regalations, as tiiey become known, may have to 
effect on society similar to the effect produced by the knowledge that 
well-known individuals have failed to pay any taxes. Besides leading to 
displeasure and alienation, it also has led the IRS to fear a \jbolesale rash 
of cheating. Financial aid officers are predicting and even experiencing 
a similar rash of cheating. 

Summary 

Basically three types of dysfunctions occur as a result of the current guide- 
line regulations on qualifying as an independent student. One causes a student 
to separate from his family earlier than he otherwise mi^t in order to 
receive aid. The second causes student and parents to engage in dishonest 
or devious behavior in order to qualify/ The third denies aid to students who 
are functionally independent but definitionally 4ependent. 

The scope of the dysfunctions of the current definitions cannot be fully 
appreciated at this time. The current regulations potentially can dlsenfran- 

chis e a large nu nber of wou ld-be students who, are consider ed by society to^ 

be independent of their parqjts (either totally oFln the^rea ot educationT. 
Besides the basic loss of opportunity for, these individuals and of the loss of 
resources for society, the reality is that all students lose when one segment 
of the society is systematically excluded from participating in the educational 
process. 

By Being excluded or by be'ing forced to be deceptive in order to qualify, the 
students and their families become alienated from society and government. Of 
course the aUenation may not be jtist between the family wait and society. It 
may also produce internal confUcts within the famUy- This is especially 
true in cases in which the student is told that he is dependent and that his 
family can afford to send him to college, but. the family denies both of^ these 
findings. , , : ^ 

To the extent that the, student attempts to enter into 2/new life Styl^ that 
will further enhance his future eligibility, the syste^ fosters a form of 
dependency on IWhcrs that may not be a positive siibatltution for tiie existing, 
dependence on. the family. It could hardly be said thkt a gentiix^ educational 
purpose is served by forcing a year of institutional/ living or marriage to 
intervene between secondary and /postsecondary educacian. 



CHAPTER VI: ALTERNATIVE DEFINITIONS OF THE INDEPENDENT StUDEOT 



Using the data base provided by the Student Resource Survey, 28 alternative 
definitions of the independent Student were 'developed and tested to detemine 
their impact on the number and characteristics of students who would be added 
to tfee group of- students determined to be independnet under the present Basic 
Educational Opportunity Grant defittition. This baseline for coii9>arison was 
chosen because the BEOG definition seems to be the one used by. most of the 
state and institutional aid program managers in the adnlnifltration of funds 
under their jiftrisdiction. This chapter describes the effect of those alter- 
natives. • ' , •'. • ^ 

Modifications of the Present Definitional Elements o.. 

The first set 5f alternatives was .developed by Edifying one or more of the 
elements in the present BEOG definition. The following table describes the 
eight alternatives and presents the percentage of full-time students who would 
be added to (or eliminated from) the group that is presently considered to be 
independent. . 

TABLE 10 



Oianges in the Independent Student Group: 
Alternatives That Modify t/he Present Defiiiition 
(Fuil-Time Students Only) 




Diareiard tiie student's pl^ce ^f residence while in school 
Didrelard^ tax dependency ^or the year prior . 
Disregard tax dependency /for/both years , ^ 

■ ' • - ^ at of /parental contribution 

allo^ablfe parental contribution to $200 
It of all^^able parental contribution to 

$1,000 

of alienable parental contribution to zero 
Disregard the student's /place of residency while in school 
and the amount of parental contribution 



Disrejsard the amoi 
Seduce the maxin 
Increase the assox 

Reducje the amoun^ 



+2.6Z 
+3.9 
+21.4 
+1.2^ 
-3.3 

-K).3 

-a. 3 

+3.8/ 



\ecau8b the altefnatiVes which reduced the ampunt of allow^e P««ntal con- 
Iribution to $200- and zero resulted in'a decrease in the number of students 
fc?wou!d ^e .considered independent (3,^ percent and 8 3 percent. ««P««=Ji^^ly> • 

/hey W^re not considered for further analysis. This' judgment was made because . 
/u waf considered that policing such stringent levels would be even ""ore dif- „ 

■ ficult than policing the present $600 contribution. Also \\l°lYZ^l^^ 
be unfair to families because only in cases of severe rupture of the 
family relationship would parents totally eliminate any cash or in kind sd^port 
of their children. Strict limitations of this nature would cause even Christ- 
mas or birthday gifts to eliminate a student from the i^'^^P^"'^!^ _^^"j!°\,3„ ' 
group. The alternative, 'which increa^d allowable support to $1 000 was also 
eliminated because it had such a smallfeffect and Wause alternative 
which disregarded the amount of parental contribution resulted in the inclusion . 
of similar groups of students. 

The five remaining alternatives in this group included a considerable overlap 
in individual students affected, with 63.A percent of' the students added 

through disregarding residence ^^-^^^^f ^^fj^rt^rtJ fe^adS when 

oarentaX contribution were disregarded, and 29.5 percent or tuose 
parental contribution was disregarded being added X.hen both residence and 
J^nt^Lution were ignored. There was no overlap between f f "^/^J^^f " 
tions and those concerning changes in the year of tax 'i^P^?'*^^^^ ' ..-^^^""i^^' 
all of those who would be added by, ignoring the prior year's dependency status 
would also be added when both year's dependency was not considered. 

These alternatives affect a group of students younger than those ^^^^^^^^ 
the independent group at present, and they also affect students from di"*"^^ 
- fa^w incorgroups! The alternative which would include those students wh6 
li^e witHhelr, parents or with relatives would affect a group from families 
'litl ^ncom^s lower than those in the independent group now The mean parental 
income of those added under this alternative would be $8,626 as compared wUh 
no.243 for those considered independent at present. The f '^^'^^^J^f .|^^; 
-would ignore the tax dependency status would a4d students from family 
aroups higher than the present, with the mean parental incomes of /hose 
SdeS beiS $12.42i and $12,527 respectively. The alternative which ignored 
JafeltaX cL ri^ution would'add the gr.up coming from the highest -- family 
incoie $16,654. The alternative Which disregarded both place of residence 
antfS^ental co;trlbution would add a ^roup from a slightly lower mean parental 
?n^o«r $11 208 The table on page 34 summarizes the age and mean parental 
in"::*of t;;os!'adSd. Se^- AppenL D for the distributions of newly inde- . 
pendent students on these two variables. 

If the amount of actual support received by students ' from thei^^ PJ"°^« J« ^ 
relevant criterion to thfeir independence, the alternatives which igpore place 
of rIsJLnce «id dependency status for tax purposes would appear to add a 
«oup of students who are in fkct financially independent. The mean student- 
?epo?ted plrlntal contribution from those added through elimination of residence 
"JiHrenents Is- only $85; that of thpse added through elimination pf the tax 



dependency requirements is $112 and. $171 respectively. The alternative which 
Sores the aLunt of parental contributi^ ignores a considerable amount - 
T^ tL mean student-reported contribution of $1,869. The t^le on the . 
^Uoiing page shows these means. See Appendix D for a distribution fo,^ each. 

Perhaps the most interesting aspect of the effect of these alternatives is 
the sLll percentage of students classified at present as dependent who ^oul,d 
ie affecte'd. Elimination of consideration of the ^^"'^-^^ 

would add only 2.6 percent of the i"<ifP«^f ^ .8"«P' ""^^f ^ 
dependency only i-n the year for which aiJNi.s received would add 3.9 Percent 
to'tSe independent group, and ignorini the amount of the parental contribution 
would add only 1.2 percent." Unfortunately the latter change would add a _ 
large number of students from high Income families and would ignore a substan 
tlal amount of real parental help. 



bt sin 



. It would seem that the present definition could bk s^plified through , 
elimination of consideration of the student's pla\^f ^^"f"^ f^^^ 
present the most difficult to police or verify of any of the require^ 
ments) and through consideration of only one year's ^ ax dependency . 
(less information for thm^family to provide and the administrator, to 
verify) without adding eithet a substantial number of students to the 
independent group or without adding students from high ihcoae/high 

contribution families. ' 

'/ 

Alternatives which ignore tax dependency completely result in a substantial 
Increase in the number of independent students and those wbi'^ch ignore the 
amount of parental contribution add students from high income families who ire 
in fact receiving substantial amounts of parental support^ 



\ 
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Table 11 



Mean Age', Parental Income, and Parientai Contribution 
61 tfew Independent Students 
Alternatiies That Modify the Present Definitions- 
(Full-Time Students Only) 



Altetnative 



Characteristics of New Independent Students 



Disregard student's place of 
residence while in, schoof 

Disregard tax dependency 
in year prior / 

Disregard tax dependency 
in both years 

Disregard amount of student- 
reported parental contribution 

Disregafdhn^th student's place 
of residence and amount of 
parental contrl^bution 



Mean Age 



Mean 
Parental 
Income 



Mean Student- 
Reported parental 
Contribution 



23.2 


$ 8,626 


$ 85 


21.9 


,12,421 


112' 


21.4 


12,527 . _ 


171 


23.1 ~ 


•' 16,654 ■ ^ 


1,869 


22.9 


11,208 , 


828 



Present Definition 



26.2 |„; 



10,243 



32 



Alternatives Base d' on Personal CharacterigtieS of Studetits 

— ° ' ^ ! ■ ~' [ 

One criticism of the present definition i^-that in ordel: to evaluate 4iie . depen- 
dency or independency of the candidate the program administrator is required tq 
inquire deeply T>nto matters of parental flViance wfiich» if the student is truly 
independent, may be offensive to both the Jtandidate and the parent. To inves- 
tigate the implications of use. of • "n^iote ptoxy tneasures" (personal character- 

'istics of thfe candidate that a*fe related to ^obability of independency) which 
could be evaluated without this kind of intrusion, a second set of alternatives 

•was constructed. The tableV the following page describes these alternatives 
and showa the percentage.'of #^udent8 who would be added tfi the independent group 
under each. ' ' * 
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TABLE 12 :1 
Changes In the Indepeaifat Student (Sroup; — 
JLItiiraatives Ba^e<i on Personal Characteristics of. Students 
(Full-Time Students Only) 



^ A- 



Dex:lare as Independent All Students Who Are 



21 or over - . 

22 or over ' 

25 pr over \ . , . 

Married, separated, divorced, or widowed 

Parents of dependent children 

Veterans 

Receiving w elfare * — r 




because the • alt^n.tiVes which declared asindepend^^ 

Z^T) or over resulted in such substant^rai-tlfcTeSses in the percent or 

support, no further toalysis waa made of them. 

- ' iJ^rS th^t a stud^t Sho had no access to^parents either through their 
d^^m^rough a court actiion Khich legally separated the studenf fro« 
( t^ pirent should be considered as independent of the patents. 

oJthe^udenta who are added on the age criteri6n <25 or over) , 51.7 percent, 
they are veterans ate slightly younger, with a mean age of 24.2 years. 



Students added to the ind^pei^dent ^oup under these alternatives comtT<m 
•£.ainlUd» with Incon^s slightly higher than ihose students cortsider^d^ 
to 'be independent. Full-time students over 25 years o^ age whoWd^dded 
come from families with incomes that average $11.168, ma«ied students from 
fimlTI^itr^ wan-ihcbin^ •«>f^ $13,244, -^d. veterans from families with average 
incomes of $12,760. The mean family income for independent studejits at present 
is $10,243. Those over 25 years of age reported a mean parental contribution 
of $568 as compared with $964 fpr all dependent students. Married students 
reported an average parental contribution of $676, while veterans reported^ 
$677. More than half of those over 25 reported no parental contribution at all 
(51.8 percent), more than four of ten marrl^ students (43.8 percent) reported 
none, and jiust under four of ten veterans (39.0 percent) reported receiving no 
support ,frdm their parents. The table below summarizes the age, parental income 
and parental contribution of the students who would .be added under these alter- 
natives, with the full distributions presented in Appendix D. 

, ' ' TABLE 13 . ' 

' f 

' Alternatives Based on Personal Characteristics of Students: 
■ ■ Mean Age, Parental Income, arid Parental Contribution of New 

Independent Students (Full-Time Students .Only). . • .- , * 



— ' 


Characteristics of New Independent Student^ 


♦ 

i' 

1 Alternative 


Mean Age 


Mean Parental 
Income' 


•Mean Student-Reported. 
Parental Contribution 


Over 25 Years of Age 


Y ' 

\ 30.7 . 


$11 ,168 


.$568 


Married, Separated, 
Divorced, or Widowed 

Veterans 


i « - 
25.9 

24.2 


• ''^3,248 

' .ia^76o 


676- . 

677 ' i 

'1 


Present Defibition 


1 — 

! 26.2 


10,243 


32 « , 



The students who v/ould be added .to the independent group-through the use of 
these remote proxy measures are similar to those who are included 'unjer the 
present definitions except for the difference in mean parental contribution 
The percentage- of students in thes'e groups who for one. reason or another do 
not meet^ the present definitional Requirement is small. . . 
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' An alteration of the present BEOQ definition that wp.uld Automtically 
' • include students with these specifdcalig_ identifiable characteristxcs 
(welfare recipients, orphins, wards _of^ the' court/state , those over 25 
vearsaf age, those who are or' have been-married, and veterans) would 
not appear to resulU' iiK'either a latge increase in the proportion of 
independent students or in a group very much different from those con- 
quered- independent at present. Svch an expanded definition might 
■ - -reduce the unnecessary intrusion into personal family financial mattqrs 
for. a group of students to whom it may be £he. most objectionable and 
for whom it is difficult to verify. 

Alternatives Bdsed on Parental Contribution 

As- noted earlier, .the pragmatic definition of an independent student is one 
who does not receive support, from parents or guardian. In some instances, 
lack of parental contribution steijis from unwillingness, in others it stems 
from lack of Ability. Regardless. of the reason, the student who is not 
receiving any support from his parents or guardian must find the money to 
become independent if he is to survive in a postsecortdary institution. 
Three alternatives were developed and examined. The following table des- 
cribes them and the percent df full-time students added to the independent 
group under each. 

TABLE 14 

Changes in the Independent Student Group: * 
Alternatives Based on Parental Contribution Measures 
* • (Full-Ti,me 'Stud6nt«'<^fcy) 



Me'asure'^ 

' • — ' 


/ Change 
/ ^ 


Student-Reported Parental (Jontribution of Zero 

College Scholarship Service Computed Parental* 
Contribution CCuryent Rules) o^f Zero 

Basic Educational Opportunity Grant Computed 
' Parental Contribirtion (Current Rules) of Zero 


7 +21. 9Z 
+30.1 
' +13.2 



•All three of -these alternatives bring into the independent student group- indi- 
viduals who are considerably younger than those included at present. The mean 
age of the new independent students using stydent-reported «*ro parental 
contributions is 22.0 years; using CSS-calculated, 21.0 years; and Uffing BEOG- 
calculated, 2ir4 years.* The student-repotted parental income, -however, varies 
greatly' under th* three alternatives. The BEOG calculation would bring into 



Rir 



5.1 



I 
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independent student status a group from families with a tneSn income of $2,398; 
the CSS calculation would add students from families with a mean income of 
$6i294, and student-repprted information would bring in students from families 
with a mean income of $11,170. ^ 

Naturally, the mean student-reported parental contribution under the alterna- 
tive using student-reported information is zero. Students who would be declared 
indel)endent because the CSS system calculated that they should expect no con- 
tribution from their parents report that they are at present receiving an 
average of $574 (only 27*5 percent of thdse who would be calculated to receive 
no parental contribution actually report none) and those declared independent 
under the BEOG system report an average parental contribution of $683 (with 
30.8 percent reporting that they^ctually receive none). 

The following table summarizes the age, parental income, and parental contri- 
bution means of the, students whd would be added. Apperidix D shows the detailed 
distributions of these characteristics for |the newly independent full-time stu- 
dents under these alternatives. 



/ 



• TABLE 11 

Alternatives Based on Parental Contribjiition: 
Mean Age, Parental Income, a^d Parental Contribution 
of New Independent Students (Full-Time Students Only) 



Alternative 


Characteristics* of New Independent Students 

Mean Parental Mean Student-Reported 
Mean Age Income 1 Parental ContlPibution 


Student-reported 
zero parental 
contribution 

CSS-Calculated 
zero parental 
contribution 

BEOG-Calculated 
zeto parental' • 
contribution 


22.0 $11,170 ^ 
21.0 - ^,,,^^6^84 
21.4 2,398 . . 


, 574 


; Present I>efinition 


j* 26.2 / 10,243 

1 ' i , 


3r>i 

1' 1 



/ 
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Use o^' one of these alternatives would require solving some rather interest- 
ing problems. The student-reported parental contribution of zero brings into 
eligibility the group with the largest mean parental income. The BEOG parental 
contribution of zero brings into eligibility students from the lowest income 
groups but with the latest actual parental contribution. The CSS computation 
•hit7a group in the middle. Logic would suggest that none can be completely 
accurate measures of both parental ability and parental willingness. Further- 
more, these alternatives would still require some measurement (even if report 
of student) of parental contribution. /If student report were used the problems- 
of verification and enforcement inherent in the present definition might be 
magnified and parents mightbe encouraged to discontinue contributions they 
might otherwise have made i>l .order to qualify their children ^« J«P^" ^ • ■ 
(This must be evaluated in light of the caution about program ^^^f ^ility and 
award determination at- th.e end of this chapter.) Use of either the CSS- or 

fBEOG-calculated zero contribution , would require the collection of parental 
income atid asset information in order, to make the calculation. The deed to 
^collect this kind of confidential parental information is one of the major, 
problems facing administrators who deal with students who wish to demonstrate 
their independence. These alternatives would compound that problem. 

A^^^«tmaeives Saseid on Educational Characteristics of the Students 

Six alternatives related to measureable educational characteristics .of students 
were investigated. Two involved declaring as independent all students in the 
upper division (juniors and seniors) or all students in their final year of 
. undergraduate educatj-on (seniors). The logic for these alternatives i was that 
as the student progresses through his postsecondary education tliere Ws~a 

- . , , J •r«^«-Al loni-iial . unnlH naturally 



as tne stuaent piu^jicooco witJ.w«o.. r ^ 

.'point where maturation, both ^chronological and intellectual, would naturally 
caus'e a serration fro; the parents. The re^maining four alternative^ dealt 
S?th those students who tnight be considered ""nontraditional" in that they were 
older ,than their peers. It was assumed that individuals who had e«8J8«'iJ" 
some activity other than education on a full-time basis for some period after 
completion 'of high school might be considered to have established themselves 
r&pendent mSbers of the' community and therefore -"^^ "J ^ 
ablS and logically considered independent of their parents. ;thi8 i^asure of , 
"delayed entry" wi* calculated through a combination of agg^^nd academic rank. 
. as%hown in Table 16. The numbers given underclass level / indicate the 
measure of delayed entry assigned to the combiifttion of ige and class level. | 



TABLE 16 

Calculation of Measure of Delayed Entry 



; Age 


Class Level 

' Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior 


■ 

t 

I 

f 18 or under 

: 19 

1 20 

i 21- . . 
! 22 to 24 
25 to 29 
j 30 or above 


. 1 . - - - 

2 \ 1 ■ 
■ 3 , 2 ' 1 

4' 3 ^ 2 1 
4 4 " 3 . ' 3 
4 . ■ 4 ' 4 4 



These measures brought into eligibility as independent students the percen- 
tages of full-time students shown in Table 17. 



TABLE 17 



, Changes in the Independent Student Group: 
Alternatives Based on Educational Characteristics of Student? 

(Ful^L-Time Students Only) , | 



" \^ / 

Declare as Independent All Studentf^^o Are; ^ / 




In the Upper Division 
In Their Final Year 
Delayed Entry of 1 or More 
Delayed Entry of 2 or More 
Delayed Entty of 3 or More 
Delayed Entry of 4 or VLot^ 


/ ^ 

> / ' ' 

7 / 


+33.62' 
+15.2 
+5S.1 ■ 
+13.8 
+ 6.7 
+ 4.8 



Only three of these alternatives were selected for /further investigation: 
declaring as independent all Seniors, all those with delayed entry jneasure 
of 3 or more, and all those with delayed entry of k or more. ■ 
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•Inclusion of all seniors iiT-the independent student group would add a group 
of stuients yowigtr. than tbpse included at present, with a mean age af 23.0 
as compared with 26; 2 yeari^ and a group with parental incomes considerably ' 
higher than that of the present independent group, with an average of $a.5,05| 
as compared with $10,243. The new independent students would receive a' ,^ 
significant amount of support frote their parents — J:he average reported t o | 
be $1,024 and only 19.2 percent reporting that rhey receive none. 

I 

Sttidents added through the measures of delayed entry have charaoteristics , 
more like those of the present "independent group. The mead age of those with 
delayed entry of three or more is 27.5 years, for those vixh delayed entrjjof 
four or more it is 29.6 years. Students^th delayed entry of three or mote 
come from families with a mean iticome of $11,098; those who delayed four y^ars 
.or more come from families with a mian income of $10,973; The amount of ^ 
parental contribution that they report is also low, with an average of . $53P 
for those who delayed three, years or more and $522 for those who delayed four 
years or rnqre. Table 18 presents a comparison of. the inean age, parental itxcone 
and parental contribution for 'students who would/ be added under these three 
measures. Detailed distributions of theit ages J incomes, and contributions 
from parents are given in Appendix D. '/ 



\ 



TABLE 18 

Alternatives Based on Educatidial Characteristics of Students: 
' Mean Age, Parental Income, and Parental Cpntribution 
6f New Independent Students .<Fu'll-Time Students Only) 



I 
1 

. Alteri 


lative 


Characteris^tics of New Independent Students 

' Mean Parental Mean Student-Rei>orted 
Mean Age Income Parental Contribution 


i 

\ All S 

■ Delayi 
! or I 

t Delayi 


« 

miors 

bd Entry 3* 
•ore 

4d Entry 4 
ijore 


23.0 ' $15,050 $1,024 

27.5 11,098 ' 530 

29.6 10,973 . . 522 ^ 


Present Definition 


26.2 ' ' 10,^3^ ; 

1 



7 
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fise or a definition based' on class level/votild result in the inclysioa of 

rsu^sttntLl group of students who are >t present considered dependent on . 
' t^efr pTJts Ldlho have characteristfcs quite different from tW who 

III ind^veadent Use of measurement o| delayed entry of a student / 
•^uld no feru^^n'a s^.tantial incre .e in «-dents declared indepen ent. 

Further, those added would appear to ha/e characteristics similar to those 

considered to be independent at present. 

m,. measure of delayed entry calculated here may not be as sensitive a meas- 
^r: " a •Wtraditlonal student" as cb.ld be devised. Certainly factors 
other than the relationship of age to class level -"^J ° . 

to adequately define students who have pursued some °ther activitytoiiowing 
hl^ St and^ could be considered established members of the community in 
tifir^n ri^t. However, because it \s necessary to have a 
•WrSJtipSl .student" that can be quantified into a numeral, 
th?s uSSTinquiry appears to have some promise as an alternative defini- 
tion of Che independent student population. 

Alternatives Based on the Employment aad I ncome of the Student 

r^re hou" ^d 31 or more hours on term-time jobs and of those whose 
per^nal incomes were as much as 1/2 or 1/3 that of their parents. 

The first tv/o alternatives, added only a small percentage to of ' 

,^i««"hrthe present group, averaging 21.7 ^""^^'J y»r. co^«.d 
26.2 yeara for. the present group. Ihey oome fro. faMllea with 

group now. Tliey reported reiacxvexy smaxx y o 7 r^aoectively . 

tiQiVeBoec-i^^ely. Fairly large percentages. 35.2 and 44.7 '^fP^'^'^^^;^^ • 
r^orteHe^^n; no contributions from their parents. It is l»P°««ible to 
!T^l,i!r/ this wL because they did not need any help because of their own- 

- -i^iiiSs Se^SeJ-tSir^Snts refused to help, or whether, they were in fact 

- ?^r^i!55;nf of tLJr parents. Appendix D provides the. distributions of age. 

: pifeiltfl JncoLran; p^^tai co'nEribution for students under these two cate- 
Ibrles. • ^^^^^ I 

^ The latter two .lternatl»ep In this group, which relate the itemination of 
ItL«"nJe"»-ence to tfe relatlonahlp '>'~-° /'"f « "ifc^n f^^t 
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thpse students whose personal income was at least 50 percent that of their 
parents would increase the percentage of independent students by* 7.9 percent; 
a definition .that included those with personal incomes at least 33 Percent 
that of their parents would result in an increase: of 15.8 percent. The mean 
parental income of' those who wouldvbe added under the 50 percent rule would 
»be only $4,01.1, with nearly half (49.1 percent) coming from famiUes with 
parental incomes of less than $3,000 and more than three quartets (78.2 
percent) from families with incomes of less than $6,000.^ Use of the 33 per- 
cent rule would bring in students with a mean parental income of $5,107, with 
35 percent fronf families below $3,000 ind 66 percent from families with 
incomes of less than $6,000. 

i^-hile these two definitions appear to have some "attractiveness In terms .of 
the students included, it should be remembered that their use would require 
an investigation of the parental income ~ an intrusion into the family 
. relationships which is found objectionable }P many at the present time. Fur- 
ther, the higher incom^ of these independent students would likely make them 
ineligible for BEOG under the presest regulations (see the caution on progr^ 
eligibility and award determination at the end of this chapter). ^ 

The following table ^pws the distribution of the new indfependent students by 

parental income intervals under, each of these two alternatives i 

\ '■ ■ ( • 

■ TABLE 19 ' 

\ . . 

Distribution of New Independent Students 

" Alternatives Relating Strident. Income to, Parental Income 

Full-Time Students Only 



Parental Income 



] Under $3,000 

$ 3,000 - $ 5,999 
$ 6,000 - J 8,999 

« 

$ 9,000 - $11,999 

I 

$12,000 - |14,999 

r 

! $15t000 and Above 



Those Becomi^ig^ndependent Because 
Personal Income is at Least 



50Z Parental 



33Z Parental 



49. IZ 
28.8 
13.7 
*5.1 
3.3 



34. 8Z 

31.3 

18.8. 

9.7 . 

4.2 

1.2 
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Alternatives Based on .Combinations of CharactPris^/cs 

Three alternatives based on combinations of some of the personal and educa- 
tional characteristics of the students were investigated to discover the 
effects of Individual items which appear -to be both reasonable and equitable. 
These were: • 1 

Combination i. All student^ who aro "eterans and/or are receiving 

welfare Venexit^ <irr1/ -^r arc 25 years of age or older. 

Combination 2. The ^bc-vp coTbination plus all students no|g<included 

who are or ;,a'. c been r.ajrried. 

Combination 3.' Ihe two conbiuac i jns above plus all students not 
included who h.tVe a -delayed entry of 4 or more. 

Combination 1 increased the indep. ndent student group by 11.1 percent^ combin- 
ation 2 increased it by 4n additional 3.9 percent, and combination '>^dded only 
an additional 0.4 percent. Thfe total iticrease to the independent student group 
by the third combination was 15.4 percent. 

The first combination brought into the independent student group individuals 
whose average age, 26.0 years, was nearly the ^ame as that of the present 
group. The second and third combination brought iTi same younger ^tudents^.. 
with the mean age of those added under each of tl\e second and third oombin- 
ations being 24.7 years. The mean family income af the students included 
under all three combinations was abouT the saflie $12,370 for the first, 
$12, 979 for the second, and $12,885 for the third as tompared with $10,243 ^ 
for the present independent student group. 

There was also little variation in the mean student-reported parental con- 
tribution under the three combinations of alternatives, with the first bring- 
ing in students with a reported parental contribution of $692, the second $712, 
and the third $707.fp?||i|f8ifawlng table shows the mean age, parental- income; 
and parental contributiodis* for these three altemativejconbinations. Appendix 
D proviites the full distribution of these characteristics for the students 
added. 
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TABLE 20 

Alternatives Based on Combinations of Chatacteristics: 
Mean Age, Parental Income, and Parental Contribution of New 
Independent Students (Full-Tiroe Students Only) 



Alternative 


' Character^istics ot New Independent Students 

Mean Parental Mean Student-Reported 
Mean Age Income Parental Contributicm 


Combination 1 
Combination ^2 V 
Combination 3 


26.0 $12,370 $692 

24.7 12,979 712 / 

• ' • / 

24.7 12,885 \ , -707 


Present Definition 


26.2 ' 10,243 32 

•el* ^ 



A Note of Caution about^Program Eligibility and Award Determination 

In the preceding materials discussing alternatives, the BEOG definition was 
used as the benchmark against which the effects** of other definitions could t)e 
measured. This was done because the BEOG definition appears to be the most 
conmonly used definition at present. The alternatives can Zhus be seen in 
the context of what would change in comparison witly what is happening now. 

The discussions ignore an^ implications the alternative definitions may have , 



with regard to program eligibility or award determiriatton under any present 
financial aid programs for which the definitions might be used . If any of the 
alternatives were to be implemented they would need to be tested Against those 
factors. Under the present BEOG system of eligibility and award determination, 
for example, a student coming from a low income family who had earned a signi- 
ficant amount from employment during the previous year would likely be "disad- 
vantaged** by being declared independeitt ^because of the way his personal income 
would be treated in determining his eligibility. There may be other elements • 
of Federal, state, and institutional program eligibility and award det^rmlna- \ 
tJ.on procedures that would act as incentives or ^disincentives to the -Independent 
student which should be considered before changes are ma<^e In the definitions 
without concommitant changes In eligibility and award proced^re8. 
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CHAPTER VII: SOME POSSIBy: LATENT DYSFUNCTIONS OF ALTERNATIVE 
INDEPENDENCE DEFINITIONS 



The alternative definitions discussed in Chapter VI are^^ designed to deal with 
two*T[>roblem8 in the present definition: the eligibility of individuals who 
ought not to be eligible and the exclusion of individuals who should be 
eligible. Any one of the altifemktives^accomplish this more successfully than 
the status quo. Similarly, any, one of them might have more or less dysfunc- 
tional impacts on the four spheres discussed earlier — the student, the 
family, the school, and the society. 




In this chapter each alternative will be reviewed and speculation ^regarding 
possible latent dysfunctions will be presented, ^e questions to be discussed 
are these: 

r 

1. Viill the proposed change result in fewer individuals who are 
considered to be independent by k>ther social or psychological 
QfTiteria being disqualified than does the status quo? 

*• 

2. Will the proposed change alter the number or proportion of 
individuals who now appropriately receive grants as dependents? 

3. What possible latent dysfunctions might the proposed change have 
in the four spheres ~ the student, the school, the family, and 

the society? . . ^ ^ ^ . 

> ■ * 

4. How do those latent dysfunctions <:ompare to those in the status ^ 

guo? Are any of the existing dysfunctions of the status quo 
eliminated by the change in criteria.? Do the alternative regu- ^ . 
lations look like an improv&oent? 

Alte rnatives Which Ignore the Student^ s Place of Residence 

Elimination of this provision wiJLl certainly eliminate the inequities produced 
by disqualifying obviously independent individuals whose only fault was over- 
staying the 14-day limit. Since inany^of these situations grow out of extreme 
hardship (on the part of either the student or the. parent) or out of temporary 
or emergency situations (such as relocation or vacations) , they are inequities 
which should be eliminated. Ik nagging susp^icion exists that at present many 
of these cases are being taken care of by fraudulently certifying that they 
did nbt occur.) ;^ ' ^ 

number of individuals who will qu|ilify under this change who would not 

etvise qualify will probably be small because of n the retention of the 

rent contribution limit. x 

f 

If this criterion were eliminated and the parental contribution figure altered, 
the possibility of false positives resulting is greater. A ^question such as, 
"WAe you or your parents primarily responsible for the cost of your housing 

' . 60 
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during the yW prior' or either that year or the first school year?" might be 
asked. It might^feo help Co ^iminate from consideration the place of resid- 
ence during the pB-or year qr even prior to 



into school. 



It is conceivable that the alternative might provide an incentive for commuting 
to a school close to the parents' home and thus limiting selectivity. If the 
change were accompanied by a regulation that in-kind contributions of housing 
. by the parent did not have to be reported it would produce an economic incentive 
fco live with one's parents. 

The dysfunctions mentioned above are minor, but, the dysfunctions of the status*" 
quo that-would be eliminated are considerable. The change would provide. an . ^ 
educational opportunity for some who are now denied it; would probably elimin- 
ate any lying which occurs in order to qualify accordiofcjto the stated regula- 
tions; and family alienation would be reduced because there would p^tsumably be 
less hostility toward the school systeoi. and the'society that produced the rules. 

Alternatives l^hich Ignore Tax Dependency . ^ ) / 

The sole virtue of the income tax criterion is thaf it allows for the appear- 
ance of enforceability and external verification. This is dubious since it 
is clear that not every parent of an independent student gives his consent for, 
a review of his; tax forms . 

On the surface the'use'of tax dependency appears to have validity, but much of 
• the validity is vitiated by other variables. IRS regulations allow a parent to 

-claim a chiSld only if he contributed more than^ 50 percent of the child s- ■ 
■ expenses in tihe year in question. Certainly any student whose parents are , 

providing over 50 percent of his support has a questionable claim to independ- 

s rZ ' A ^i^ 1 J — . TjViooc-narpnrs are snendinK less- than 90U 

ence. On 

to provide 
. the parent 
independent 



other hand, any student whose'parents are spending less, than §600 
percent support is probably eligible" as an independent student. If. 
si^ndiflg more than $600^ the student is ineligible to claim 
status.. Whether claimed^ as a deduction or not. 



The elimination of the tax dfependerrcy item for the year prior to entry to 

school would eliminate false negatives for tho^e students ,who were dependent 

during part or all of priot year, but are now clearly independent. A 

similar case could be ma(fl for individual^ who were dependent for some or dU 

of the nine months prior to eqtry into school. 
O • ^ . . ■ 

It is possible that for the short run (and especially f or^ the working class), 

the. elimination of the tax dependency question might increase. the nunber of 

, Independent students from working class famiMe* who did not plan ahead and 

took a tax advantage in the prior year. The increase, however, would be 

{primarily those individuals who are probably most likely to almost qualify as 

dependents In a family eligible fofBEOG support. 
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An obvious dysfunction of the plan would be that it would allow the parents 
to continue claiming ttie child as a dependent for tax purposes and thus cost 
••the government basic r-evenue funds. This situation is greatly minimized by 
the presence of the<^600 limit, on parental contribution. As long as this 
limit remains it is unlikely that any parent wouXd be able to claim more^ 
than two additional years of tax saving ~ the year prior to entry and the 
first year of school. After this time the BEOG of $1,400 woqld 6e ample 
evidence of ineligibility to declare the student 3s dependent^ since their 
maximum $600 contribution would not constitute 50 percent of the student's 
support. 

To the extent that the government is qictually willing to audit all parents' 
tax records without their consent (to determine whether or not they claimed 
_t^e student in any given year), this change reduces the enforceability of 
the program's criteria. But this is an unlikely course of action for the 
government to take. It is unreasonable to require the independent student 
to furnish his parents' tax records, nor can the student reasonably be held 
^responsible for the actions of his parents which he may claim wei:e taken 
without his knowledge or consent, (Nor can we hold the parent responsible 
for.the student's claim that his parent did not use him as a deduction.) 

It appears Xhat the elimination of the. tax dependency question would ha^e 
, only slight' dysfunctions and some positive values. This, of course, depends 
on the relationship of the number of sti>dents who would qualify under the 
change compared to the. possible amount of lost tax revenue. It should be 
noted that not only would those who are now^ ineligible benefit, but also 
those who would have foregone the tax deduction in the past. 

Alternatives -Which Alter the Rcigulations on Parental Contributions 

To the extent ^ that the change is applied only to t\ie prior year or to the 
period prior to entVy* into school, it has the advantage of making eligible 
for assistance individuals who became independent only recently. It would 
also assist individuals who are basically independent but who received 
special help fr6m their parents during an unusual emergency or special period 
of their life. V ' . 

Increasing the uppjer limit to $1,000 or totally eliminating the criterion 
certainlj increases the number of students who could achieve independent 
status, even though the^are, in fact, dependent on their parents. The exact 
number "of such 8M«l^tsis Unknown, but most ll)cely it is significant. How- 
ever, if the residence requirement were not altered or altered only slightly, 
the number of students' would probably rexnain a^all. 
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An increas^ or elimination of the upper limit of parental contribution* for 
the period when the student is in Ischool might have the effect of keeping 
in postsecondary education students who c«nnot get sufficient support from 
BEOC and other 9tudent aid programs. It would also assist* students who, iii 
any one year, are unable to receive financial aid, not because of ineligi- 
bility, but because of iifsuf fi cient Federal funds. Special parental gifts,' 
to* allow Lhem to ^stay in school, could be made without risking eligibility 
for BL'X: ''or the next two years. 

' \ * ' 

A '.i^ni'ti- ant dysfunction oc urs if this change is combined with those 
'ILscussed above, either singly together. In each of the above cases it 
Wis merti med that the elimination of a criterion was Relatively safe as 
long as the provision for a check on parental contribution remained. If the 
check on parental contribution were eliminated it would jeopardize the safety . 
. of the other changes-. On the other hand, raising the limit 'to $1,000 Vould 
have less, ami limiting the change to the prior year would bave still less. 

-^^ides assisting more students to qualify, the change in the criteria relieves 
pressure on the postsecondary institution (especially a higher. cost universi'ty) . 
To the extent that parents are allowed to mak'^ up additional -eosta lor £he 
students, the pressure on financial aid officers to package an^ward that 
excludes parental contributions is reduced bV the addittonaj'amount th§. par- 
ents are able atl d willi n g to pay. At expensive colleges this may amount to . 
a significant amount. The amount must then be compareid. with the cost to the 
government of making these additional awards. , ^ 

Total elimination of limits oii parental support would probaljly significantly , 
increase false, positives, but could also eliminate some false negatives. TJie 
$1,000 limit would probably produce greaterQeturns. Note, however, that this ^ 
all -presumes enforcement of in-kind parental contribution coiinting. 



Alternatives Which Reduce Allowable Parental Contributions 

Such changes would not increase the number of eligible students. The most 
likely effect would he to increase the number of false negatives, at least 
to the extent that- students are at present admitting to receiving parental 
contributions in excess of $200. It is unlikely that the number of false 
positives will be reduced by this mechanism. Students who now get araund the 
$600 limit through evasion or avoidanc^, will, in the future, do the same for 
the $200 limit. Of course rigid eivforcement of the dn-kind^ provision would 
probably involve the elimination of most false positives since a short visit 
with the parents would easily go past the $200 limit. But aid of f icers. will 
most likely avoid a rigid enforcement of the in-kind provision. 

To the extent that in-^ind provisions are enforce^ the elimination of any_-^ 
•parental suppprt allowable would prodyce a near total' forced alienatiotk,-i3'f 
the parents from their children.* And yet the removal ^f the in-kind provi- ^ 
sion to deal with this would very quickly defeat the purpose^ Q|>^e reduction 
(since parents could then make direct tuition payments, rent payments or car 
payments,, for example). ^ . ^ ^ 

« 
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Reduction of the parental cont^ribution would also have the effect of elimin- 
ating this amount from tfhe money that financial aid offices can use in the ^ 
production of a total package. This would further increase the amount of 
pressure already on finanj:ial aid offices and probably significantly redistri- 
bute the aid available in a way that would eliminate aXd totally from some 
students. Alternately, it would require a large increase in funding %ri:th 
marginal Justification. It would appear that the dysfunctions of this change 
outweigh. the possible benefits. . ^ 

Alternatives Which Qualify vStudents Who Reach, a Certain Age 

!formally a student graduates frod high school, between the ages of 17 and 18.. 
A student \jho^does not go directly from high school to college has many alter- 
natives. But unless he or she is enrolled in a trade school or other form of 
e/lucation, he is generally either- employed or away from home. In some instaihces 
the student gets a 3ob specifically to pay for his future educati<in. Categori- 
'cal inclusion of all individuals over a specific age would reduce to a large 
extent individuals who are so^cially ccpnsidered to be independent , but who 
fail to qualify under present Federal regulations. -This be specially . 

true for students who have only recently left their parents* home o*r^wppbrt. ' 
It would also assist those taking more th§n four years to get J:hrough school. 

Blanket inclusion of all petsons over a specific age would have the potential 
of increasing the number of false negatives/ depending on age. If it is 
Assumed that most students start school at 18, then they probably wdult b« 
seniors at age 21. This provision would mean that all students, at some time - 
in their college careers and regardless of social or economic realities, would 
be considered independent. 

As the age limit is raised i^ere would be fewer false positives. Raising it, 
to 22 would elim^n^te most students wbO entered college immediately after 
high school and greatly reduce the false positive rate. ^ 

By age 25, vety few false positives would be created. Even if this is the 
last year of the student 's/eligibifity, it -still implies that there , were at 
least four y^ars between higih sdiool and college or eight years spent . in 
college. Most would consider this ample time to have established in(|ependence. 
Very few 25 year o^ds are realistically dependent on their parM|:a. 

Atttomatip eligibility for all those, over a certain age would require more 
definitive Requests for information about amount? of assistance received 
from parents* Present BEOG applications ask fojr "Other [income] . that, 
was not subject to Federal^ Income Taac." The examples given do not include 
gifts In general or assjLstance from parents. Furthermore, inclusion .of this 
modification of th€ indtructions is totally* unenforceable an4 easily ignored,^ 
and it would be a^ prime area in which cheating probably would occur. At age 
21, ^his would be* a serious problem. At age 25 or older, the pr^lem would 1)^ 
greatly reduced. , ^ • • o » . 
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Another dysfunction of this change, of c<5iirse,» would that it encourages 
students. to delay entry into college. The /olcter the limit suggested, the 
greater^the delay encourage^. More will be saih about this later. 

• * . - 

The comparative advantage of automatic eligibility increases as the age goes . 
higher, with the possibly exception of a&es ^2 through 24. Age 21 seems defin- 
itely disadvantageous because of the number of false positives that would be 
generated. On tlie other hand, ^t would/ appear that many of the stories about; 
independent individuals 'who are, for some reason, (denied independent st^tud, 

# relate* to-' those Who are over 25 or 30. Automatic inclusion of those over 3^ 
might well eliminate some of the most bizarre inequities VhiJ.e,' at the same 
time, generating very few additional false positives. 

Alternatives Which Include All Students Who Are or Have Begn^Married ' • ' 

• Married individuals, whetlifer students or not, are generally .considered to be 
independent of their parents by society and by themselves. Tltere are indivi- 
duals who are married who do riot qualify as ind^endent — qualifying^, them 
would* reduce the number of false negatives and improve the fact validity of -, 
tt^e program (especially in the case of recent marriages) . , 

» t 

Despite their recognition as independent, a married student* frequently receiyes 
financial assistance from his parents, sometimes up to or including complete 

, support of educational expenses.. This is especially true in the middle and 
upper classes. It would be necessary to collect iofom^ion <3n parental con- 
tributions^ bur this*. may ie^ pooped to failure. It; is ^^febly Vue that some 

> additional false pbsitives will occur w'ith this provision. 

There is the possibility, however* that some individuals could qualify for 
aid based on their .parents' income and assets, but not based on their own or . 
their spo\ise's< Requiring that a married student 'be classified as independent 
would prevent ttiis possible abuse. Short of. this, a listing of a, spouse's^ 
savings 4nd assets should be required of dependent Students. \ , , 

Tl4ere is a possible negative incentive for early marriage^ generated by the 
suggested criterion. Whether or not it would occur is impossiljle to prredfct. 

If no additional pqlicing of Income from parefital. gifts, i^s obtaiijed, 'it is 
probable that some additional strain on soarce financial .resources in the ' 
university would o^cur. The regulation could conceivably be interpreted in 
such a way as to allow the parents of one spouse to-t>ay Education and 
provide housing and foo^ in their home while the student receives BEOG for 
recreation and incidentails. ^ , 

It is questionable whetheif the status quo t>r^ the proposed change produces 
more dysf unctions » The circulations already provide considerable incentive 
for students to get married in order to receive money they would not other- 

* wise qualify for. In cases where- parent^ could^ contribute under this pro- 
vision without it being coui^ed', it is pr<*ably happening already. If the. , 
wife's parents paid for the husband's education .while l:h^ husband's parents 
paid for the vi ft' s /education, neither would be receiving money from their 
parents and Would i^eioain "independent" under existing 'guidelines • 
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The main distinctions between, the status qyo and the suggested change are 
the fQllbying: First, jtlte benefits pf marriage are implicit under the status* 
quo, they. become manifes.t and more of an incentive under th^ change. Second, 
the ^status quo allows for pertain false positives to .occur by aMowing marrie-d 
people to declare themselves independent when.they clearly are not, the change 
•prevents this f rom-occur,ing. ..finally, regulations might nbt qualify a 
•recently married individual as- independent , but the suggested change would. 
This has' the eftect of allowing some additional vfaLse positives ,. but of elimr 
Inating -^ome. false negatives. - ^ - * . 

• * 

Alternatives Which- laclude-^All Students With Dependent Children, Regardless 
of MaVital Statns ,v ... .V* ^ 

Tfie change'^ discils^cd in t;|je previous section alternative is intended to define 
.family units as independent* Jhere are^ family' units composed of a parent .and 
a dependent \child in which* there never has been a mar^i^gg.. / ♦ 

Cleanly the n^ajority of tKe unwed mothers (and fathers, where they exist) are 
con's idfered by society to be independent.* Many are unlikely to have access to 
p^ental support for education. Parental ^ssist^nce mky terminate at oqncep- 
tion (or the patent's awareness of conception) , ""but eligibility for aid may . 
not begin until soto^ time later. FoV a student in school, this would likely 
ledd fo .discontinuity of studies'/ * ' / 

Automatic eligibility would greatff-.rediKre this problem. 

•There is a pcl^bility that some false positives woul'd be generated by this 
change bediause there might be some individuals who Would otherWtie. receive 
parentkl assistfitoce in spite of having a child. The 'number is probably quite 
s^mall. By aiding a woman who might otherwise have to drop out of s'chool to 
complete her education, more *than Just an educational end is served. The > 
college-educated woman will stand a better chance of obtaining reasonable 
eihploymeht allowing her to, maintain her child ax}d herself and therefore avoid- 
ing the need for further public ^Iplstance. • 

Thla criteria seems to affect a very few individuals who are not already 
eligible for* assistance. Most of ,t^ose affected are those society considers 
to be independent of their parents in terms of meaningful financial assistance 
The added social benefit bf allowing a continuation pf the educational process 
should make the criterion an easy one to-' adopt because of , the savings to 
socWty. 

** • 
Alternatives. Which Intlgde All Students Who Are*Veterans ' • 

' " ■ ] ' ^ 

If an Individual is a veteran who has just retumefl from service he may Ipse 
his eligibility because he spepds teo much time .with his parents. . It could 
also happen if a veteran spent a leave with his parents the year prior to 

• :gtarting school^. In either instance, he would lose eligibility because of 

..resi4tncy. l ' * . • ' * * i • 



On the other' hand, /a veteran who 'is relatively self-supporting in his junior 
or senior yeai-W find that he fails to qualify under one of the criteria 
•for some reason. Whether these -are^ false reasons, is really inconsequential 
to his veterans status^ It is npt .likely' that any reduction in false negatives 
would occur. ' . * ' i . 

Theoretically the categorical inclusion of all veterans in the independent 
category might produce an incentive to join the military, but realistically 
th^s is probably. a sMght possibility. Th^ir ."inclusion in the category might 
have the effect of alterihg' their status, especially in the third and fourth 
ye^rs of school, or, if tb§re has been an intervening period between discharge 
and going to school. This is the same as for any other older Strident. 

Under the present' eligibility dete,rmination procedures, it would appear that . 
the question 'i-s unimportant except for a few students. The minimum veterans 
benefit for a full-time student witlj np dependents is $1,980 per year. Even 
wi**v-Xhe: spaciar 50- percent discounting provision, the BEOG would be reduced 
by -a minimum of $990 a year, regardless of depemlency status. 

' Alternatives Including All Students Receiving Welfar e Benefits 

Expctly who would qualify under this provision is not certain. It is a 
questipn of definiM wel"fare benffits — Individuals who have dependent chil- 
dren, the disabif^.the blind, those who receive food stamps, and general 
relief 




^riTprovis ion would probably have slight impact. It WQuld be most important 
to those who have been recently separated from their parents and are nov^ on 
welfare. - 

J 

.Alternatives Including Students Who Have Delayed Entry , 

The shorter the delay of entry period is, the greater the number of individuals 
who would qualify as independent. Because a short delay could make a very 
large proportion of students eligible-, it would necessarily deal with many 
false negatives. It is likely that additional false positives would be gener- 
ated by this change. The shorter the delay, the more false positives. If 
the delay is a long one, oi the other hand, it is not likely that a very 
significant number of falsfe negatives would be reduced. . . , 

There would be important /amif ications of this change according to the number 
Of people who took advantage of it. The most obvious one would be to encourage 
people to postpone attending college temporarily. The longer the student is 
away from school ^ the mbre difficult it is to re-enter 'the academic routine. 
Those ihdi»lduals (primarily the working classes) who are forced to resort to 
this activity to qual/fy for aid would also be discriminated against in their 
educational careers When they competed e.lther with those wKo could qualify as 
dependent their first year it^ college or, those who could pay for their educa- 
tions in other ways. ' . • \ 
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Unless grfeat care is taken to Investigate the ^provision of financial help from 
parents, the cost of the change would be prohibitive and, unless additional 
funds were appropriated, undoubtedly would ddny mor« people aid than does the 
present system. 

Alternatives Including All Seniors and/or -Juniors 



Because they are older, juniors and seniors are more likely to be inde'peadenfc 
than are thos^ in other classes. Theref^e, a large number of false itejgatives 
I can be expected from this group than from any othei;, except the pre-ei>rollment 
student group. 



This proposal would seem to produce iiiany false positives becau^ many who are 
now' receiving support from their parents would be able to turn to^ Federal funds 
instead. This would likely benefit ^..the" middle and upper class students most 
because others would already^j^-^ligible. To a lesser extent it might benefit 
working class students, l?ut^is might hk offset by the fact that they are more 
likely to have worJcecJi tb^ preVlous year ^nd thus be ineligible because of their 
expected contribution^^M6reovjer>* the genuinely poor family whose children 
once qualified and w6re also able to '-earn spmk money without having it .be 
counted toward paifental contribution, may find that their children no longer 
qualify. ' / 

Changes bas^d on age seem better suited for use with thfs ♦population,' and the 
overall ae^st of the false positives would probably produce more damage than 
could be^' justified. ■ , \ 

Alternatives Based on Student Income or Eiqi^oyment 

The category contains many students considered to be independent by society 
but who fail to meet the criteria. If, in fact, tKey are working and earning, 
they are largely, if not completely, financially responsible fot themselves. 

While it is possible that there are some students .vlrho receive signifii:ant amounts 
of parental support while working and earning substantial sums, the number is 
probably small, and likely occurs only at the most expensive schools or in 
situations where there are other large expenses (lupport of a family, for 
example). In either instance, the need is there or the student would not take 
on the extra obligations. * « 

Both the social andithe financial aspects of t|ie proposed cha^nge see© to operate 
to the disadvanta^fe of the students it is designed to assist. Although these 
changes would classify a large number of tjuly independent students as indej 
pendant, it would not be to their benefit to be so classified. On the other 
hand, if reduction of the number of students receiving money or redistribution ; 
of this population is desired, the change would accomplish that. 
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'1 CHAPTER VIII: THE EQUITY OF RESTRICTING INDEPENDENT STUDENTS' 
• ' ELIGIBILITY TO THE '^LESS DESI&ABLE" FORMS OF AID 




The cautionary note^^r-fch^^d of Chapter VI indicatedl that the discussions 
of a}.temative def int^ons^T^^thtin^^ student had not also considered 

the implications for prograa-^igl^Hity or award determination. It is likely 
that some modification in . present p^»qedures would be necessary to avoid_ 
cheating inequitable situations. 

OneYodification which has been discussed ts to relax the s^^gency^b^ defin- 
itional requifements and at the same time limit eligibility for grant assistan 
tb 'di>endent studeats — or, at least to require an examination of income and 
asse^ of parents as a condition for grant eligibility. The argument is . ^ 
thftt a student might be permitted to declare independence at any point Suring**^ 
his/her po^stsecondary education career, but as a consequeiyce of that d^ision 
the student's eligibility would be limited -to loan and/or employment^P^istance. 

# ' 

If hie pui\)09€ of grant aid is to assure access to eduicational opportunity 
to Students -from families with incomes insuf f i<:ient to assure such access, then 
a restriction of grant eligibility to dependent students would appear to act 
con&raty^to the purpose. Of the full-time students in the study sample, 
over half (50.9 percent) of those meeting the current definition of indepen- 
dence came from families w^th incomes below $9,000 per year. Onl^ slightly 
TOore than one-quarter (26.5 percent) of the dc^pendent students came from faipille 
with^ndomes below this level. The mean parental income of , the indf pendent 
students in the study sample was $10,243 wh^e that of ^ the dependent students 
was $14,559. Clearly, the percentage of low Income sttfdents it! the independent 
group is greater than that in the dependent group. To arbitrarily rertrict the 
grant eligibility of the independent students would appear to work a hardship 
on students who, but for the deter|4^tion, that they were independent, would 
not be expected to receive substantial support ffom their parents. Among the 
dependent students at present, 25.o\ercent would- be expected to receive less 
than $600 in contributions 'frbm* their parents according to the present coiqju- 
tatio^al regulations of 'the BEOG program. • ^ 

Among th^tudents now consiiered independent ,^40.5 p^ent wouid be 
expected to receive less thah $600 froa their parents x^ t^y ijfere 
dependent according to the s4^ regulations 

It woiXd seem that the independetm^Jiiajdi^ 
familiee^ for whom grant assistance] is intende 



the study group come 



from 




aluatfon prbcedultes, it «^ems 
to grant assistance ^an does 
kan one-fourth 'of ^he dependent 
grant assistance, only iabout 



Even wifler present eligibility and awar^ dete^ 
t^hat the inMepehdint student has less access 
thi>^tet«iden^8tudent. ^ile sli^tly »or^ ' 
student* ij^PL^rcedt) reported t^eiyti^g.^ ^ 

one-8i^t|^6f ttie^jjLndependent studenba (17^8 percenO repQrte<Ugrant aid. • - 
In addition to lower j^^rcentag^ panicipafef<oir in the grant programs, the 
*indei»dent studSt received a smaller itean -award. For all f ull-tim^ depen-- 
dtqae^^Vidents, the ^ ^ant repdrted Was $244. For all full-tlAe independent 
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students, the mean grant w^s only $169. The 'following table shows the percent 
of students receiving grants [and the meaiT amounts reported. It demonstrates 
that even though the independent student is from a lower income family access 
to grant funds under present 'procedures is limited compared to that of the 
dependent student, ^ 

TABLE 21 

♦ r - . 

Comparison of Access to Gra-nts at Present for 

Dependent and Independent Full-Time Students 



Amount of Qrant Assistance, 
All Souirces . 



Dependent 



Independent 



None 

$ 1 to^$. 200 

$ 201 to $•• 400 

$ ^01 to $ .600 

$ 601 to $1,000 

$1,001 to $1,500 

.$1,501' to $2,000 

$2,001 or above 



Mean, All Students 



74. 8Z 
4.0 
3:2 
3.8 
5.0 
3.3 
2.8 ' 
3.0 



82. 2Z' 

2.4 

2.4 

3.0 

4.2 
"2.1 

1.6 

2-.0 




$244 



$169 



Restricted, accesi to gnant fimds under present procedures ds /?/lected in 
the am^t of loig-term- educational debt that independent students reported. 
While only threeTof ten .dependent students reported having any long-term 
educational indebtedness, ne;w:iy five of ten independent students reported 
they had borrowed (29.5 .perc^it of the dependent and 47.1 percent of the 
independent students reported some long-tera educational indebtedness) . 
Only six percent of the dependent students reported total long'-term educa- 
tional indebtedness in excess of*$2,500-— but twice ^hat percent (12. Q J[ 
per cent) of the i^depeofent students had debt levels over^ $2,500. The nedh 
ImiTI ii>ujm nil" of the ±t(dep.endent students was* 186 percent that of the depen- 
dent stb<^gjts^ ^. 

The"* f ol.lawJ.ng table shows the total long-term debt (student «nd spouse) of. 
the dependent and independent 'Students in the study sample. ;. 
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TABLE 22 

t 

Total Long-Term Educational Debt for Dependent 
and Independent Full-Time Students and Spouses 



rotal Long-Term Educational 

Indebteaness Dependent Independent 



70.5% . 52.92 

4.9 5.7 



..one 

$ 1 to $ 500 

$ 501 to $1,000 

31,001 to $1,500 

$1,50| to $2,5.00 6.0 , 9.8 



6.4 9.5 
6.2 10:0 > 



S2",501 to $3,500 
53,501 to $4,500 
$4,501 to $6,000 
$6,001 or above 



3 2 •6.0 

l!4 2.4 

.8 1.8 

.6 1.8 



-itean. All Students $500 " ' $930 



« 

Under present eligibility requicements, the independent student is more likely 
to work, to work longer hours, and to provide more of his educational costs 
from income from term-time and/or summer eAploymfent . Qf the unmarried students 
about half (47.6 percent) of those who were dependent did not work during the 
term but 'only abouj^ third (35.7 percent) of the independent students did not 
hold- down a term=^me job. The average weekly work load of the independent ' 
students during the term was 18.2 hours — that of the dependent students 
only 13 9 hours,. Although about the same percentage of dependent and indepen- 
dent students worked at some time during the yea# (76.1 percent of the dependent 
and 75.2 percent of the independent students reported using some anount fro« 
term-time and/or summer employment to defray educational expenses), the total v 
income from employment of the unmarried in^iependent students was 160 percent ^ 
greater than that of the unmarried dependent students. The average total j 
income of dependent students was $917 as compared with, an average of $1,466. 
for independent students. ^ . 
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TABLE 23 



Total Terro-Time and ^mmer Employment Income 
for Unmarried Students Only* 



1 Total Term-Time and 
Sumner Income 


Dependent 


Independent 


} 

1 

! None 






23. 9Z ■ 


24. 8Z 


$ 1 to $ 600' 






26.8 


14.3 • i 


$ 601 to $1,000 






15.1 


10.7 ; 


$l,p01 to $1,500 




i 11.9 


10.6 i 


$1,501 to $2,000' • 




1 8.5 


9.2 I 


$2,001 to $2,500 






1 5.5 


8.1 i 


$2,501 or above 


* 




8.2 


22.3 = 


Mean, All Students 




1 $91-7 

A. -> 


' 1 

$1,466 j 

f 

I 



*The incomes of the married dependent and independent srtudents have 
been eliminated. The SRS question inquires about the coiibined income 
of the student and spouse and- there is no way to separate out that 
ybich repr^se^ts the effort of the student alone. * Certainly the 
income of the spouse is a* resource available to the student but it 
is income independent of the rules and regulations of program eligi-;- 
bility and award determinajtion and as such would be unaffected in 
large measure by any change in policy. ' * ' 

It would appear, therefore, that policy changes that restrict the avail^ility 
of grant assistance to independent ftudents would not increase the eqixitable 
distribution of funds. Independent 1 students come from families wi^ lower 
Incooes than do the dependent students in the study sample. Mote than half 
of the >ndepehdent students are from families with incomes of less than * 
$9»000 — the targets of iiost Federal grant assistance progiMSsl Under 
present eligibility and award determination procedures of all g^ant progra». 
Independent students participate at a lower percentage rate and report awards 
of lower mean value. They participate at present in "less desirable" loan 
and employment programs at higher percentage rates,* have accumulated larger 
mean [long-term^ debt amounts^ work considerably more hours at term-time emol^f^ 
ment» and presumably use larger amounts of their personal earnings to supP^t 
their educational program. Changes that would further increase their reliance 
on lets desirable forms of aid would not induce greater equity at least in , 
these measures. ^' . ' 



ERIC 



1% 



\ APPENDIX A 

A Bibliography of Articles and Papers Relating to the 
^ Independent Student 



ERIC 



American College Testing Program. Handbook far financial aid adminis- 
trators . Iowa City, Iowa: ACT, 1974. 

Calvert, Robert Jr., Drews, Theodore H. , and Wade, George H. College 
student migration: A review of 1968 data and implications. 
College and University , Fall 1971. 

Carbone, Robert F. Student and state borders, fiscal/legal issues 
affecting nonresident students . Iowa City, Iowa: American 
College Testing Program, 1973. 

College Scholarship Service. CSS need analysis: Theory and computation 
procedures for the 1974-75 PCS and SFS . New York: CSS,. 1974. 

Curtis, Grant Who should support the non traditional aid applldUt? 
in College Scholarship Service,, Who Pays? Who Benef its? , Jjjk^l^rki 
CSS, 1974. '^^fr 

Davis, Frampton. . Fathers who refuse to pay for college. College B6ard 
Review , Spring 1965, no. 56. . 

Education Conaalssion of the States. Model legislation o n student 

residency; An act providing for clagsif Icatiop of students for 
tuition purposes at public institutions . Denver:- Education 
Conmisslon of the States, August 1971. 

Ehrensperger, Charles D. ' Treatment of the Sj^f-support lng. independent 
student In the national alternate sys^m of nee d analysls.7- 
Poughkeepsie, New York: Dutchess ComBunity College, 1972. 

Fleming, R. W. The mathematics of the tuition increas^. University 
Record, University of Michigan, ''October -1971. 

Fordyce, Hugh R. Financial independence among college students. 
Financial Aid Report , Septeiibet 1973, vol. 3, no. 1. 

Hansen < W. Lee. .—The financtal laplications of student independence. 

In College Scholarship Service, Who Pays? Who Benefits ? New York: 
CSS, 1974. 

Hanson, David J. The lowered age of majority; Its ii^a ct on higher 

education .' Washington, D. C: Association of Aiwrlcan Colleges, 
' 1974. 



Hen drickson'/> Robert M. , and Jones, M. Edward. Nonresident tuition: 
Sti^ent^lfrights vs. state fiscal integrity* Journal of Lav and 
Education , July 1973. 

Hensley, Marvin R. The self-supporting student: Trends and implicatidhs. 

The Journal of Student Fiiyancial Aid , June 1974, vol^ 4,*no. 2. 
' ■ — — » ' ft 

Hcgan, Harry J. The Basic Edujiational Opportunity Grant Program: Its 
Impact on the middle clan's. Journal of Student -Financifl Aid , 
June 1973. ' 

- * • 

Horch, Dwight H» Measuring the ability of undergraduate married 
students to contribute to education costs, fJoumal of Student 
1 Financial Aid , November 1973. ,^ 

Moore, Donald. The independent student and the philosophy of financial 
aid officers. Journal of 'Student Financial Aid > June 1973. 

National Association of Secondary School Principals. The changing age 
. of majority . A legal memorandum, January. 1974. 

« 

National Commission on Firtanclng of Postsecondary Education. Recom- 
mendations of the Panel on Post-High-School Financing . A report 
to the President and Cgngress, Washington,.!). C. , 1974. 

Olson, Layton. The students ' views on independence, in Cpllege • 
Scholarship Service, Who Pays?"^Vho Benefits? New York: CSS, 
1974. ' . ' . : % 

Panel pn Student Financial Need/ Analysis ^ New> approaches to student 
financial aid . New Yorkt College Entrance Examination Board, 

1971. ' > . . 

Aesident's Science Advisory Committee. Xouth- transition to adulthood ; 
Report of the panel on youth . Chicago: The University of Chicagd 
Press, 1974. 

Sanborn, Helen* Financial planning for married students * Madison: 

University of Wisconsin ,/>0f flee of Student Financial Aids, January 

1972. ' ^ 

Seward, Charles W. III. An examination of the Independent student. 
JouxTiaX of Student Financial Aid , November 1972. 

Shuiman, Carol H. Resident tuition and. student migration: Some necent 
problem?. Research Currents , ERIC, Higher Education, February 1974. 



Sidar, Alexander G\ Jr. Legal and some oth^er implications of Indepen- . 
dence at 18 » Unpublished paper presented at the College Entrance 
Examination Board Midwest Regional Meeting, February 19, 1974. 

Sidar, Alexander G. Jr. The self-suppo rating student — Issues and 
premises . New York: College Scholarship Service, 1973. 

Sidar*, Alexander G. Jr. yhat makes a /self-supporting student? College ^ 
Board Review , "Spring 1973, no. 

Southern Regional Education Hoard. /The out-of-sta*te student and 

regional cooperation. Issues in Higher Education , 1974, no. 7. * 

Stickgold, Arthur. The social and psychological implications of 

student independence, in College Scholarship Service, Who Pays? 
Vfho Benefits ? New York: CSS, 1974. 

Tombaugh, Richard Determination"^^ eligibility for married appliC€mts . 
Purdue University, 1971. 

Tombaugh, Richard L. The independent student — fish, fowl, or other ? 
Unpublished paper presented to the Special Conference on New York 
State Financial Aid, Syracuse University, July 1973. 

Tonsor, Stephen J. Student autonomy and financial independence in ^ 
education beyond the secondary level . Paper presented at the 
Invitational Conference on the Crisis in Student Financial Aid, 
College Entrance* Examination Board, ^tlanta, Georgia, January 22-23', 
1970. • \ 

United States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. Program 

. administrative laemoranda no. 2-72 . Washington, D. C. : Office of ' 
' Education, Program Ttevelopment Branch, Division of Student 
Assistance, September 28,^71. 

Van Dusen, William D. Summary statement, in College Soholarship 
Service, Who Pays? Whc ^-nefits ? New York: CSS, 1^74. 

Waters, Richard L. Implications of student independence on student 
financial aid administration, in College Scholarship Service, 
Who Pays? Who Benefits ? New York^ CSS, 197^>— 

Whitlock,;Donald A'. Financial' aids and the independent student . 
Albany: ^ State University* of New Xork, 1973. 

Windham, Douglas M. Financial aid, need determination,' and higher 

educational finance. Financial Aid Report , January 1974, vol. 3, 
no. 2. ~ ? 



^ 

ERJC, 



16 



trll fulic 



Wo Ik, Ronald A. Alternative methods of federafl fitfidlng for higher 
education. New York: Carnegie Conmlssion on' Higher Education, 
1968/ 

\ 

Young, D. Parker. Ramifications of the age -of majority ,' Prepared 
for the Council of Student Personnel AssorclAtf^sTn Higher . 
Education, 1973. 




\ 

\ 



\ 

\ 




APPENDIX B 
Advisory Committee for the Study 



/• 



78 



Reverend R« Wayne Dawson ' 
Higher Educ*ation Inc.'entives Program 
Lqs Angeles, California " 

» « 

Richard A. Dent* v. 
Director of financial Aid 
Univer^try of • Massachusetts . * 

Albert B. Fitt 

^Special Advisor to the President 
Yale University 

David J. Hanson 

Assistant Chancellor 

University of Wisoonsin, Madiscb 

Robert Hartoan . / 

Senior Fellow 

The Brookings Instftutiqn ^ 
Dwight Horch* r ' 

Gradu'atQ and Professional School Financial Aid Service 
• Educational. .Testing Service 

^.ayton E. Olsoa 

Education Coordinator 

national Student Education Fund 

Arthur S. Sti^^fcgfold 

Associate Processor of Sociology 

California State University^ Los Angeles 



79 



Student Resource Survey 




The purpose of this study, conducted jointly by this institution and the College Entrance jExamination Board, is to 
collect infornfiation for use in annual applications to the Federal Government for student financial aid progranri funds and 
tor use in reports to the Federal Government and state agencies. It rs hoped ttrat the results will be helpful in ttie assess- 
ment of the adequacy of student financial aid programs. The information needed can be collected only from students; we 
will be grateful for your cooperation. 

You are not asked to provide your name or otfier identifying data, and your responses will be completely confidential. 
Please enter your response to each question by recording the response number in the appropriate box on the accompany- 
ing response coding form. . . 
, Spaces 1, 2, and 3 are reserved for institutional identification. 



l^hlCh of the foriowmg orogr-imi are you enrolled^ 

usiness AdftMfnsM jti >n (>- Nms n<j 

lumanittps or ..v)» 3' :,c lfnc*»*- / h'^^.Htn P-ofpSSr 

hysical and Life Scten^e'.. MJthcm.itirs J< < ^ v 
nglneennq, Arcfiilecto'o » . ' "l-l- m h>,i m^M 

it if yOU) current .* ('•vl' , 



OM^gc s<ip^'otiK>re 
oveqtt lun oi 
oMege sentc.r 
ifth-year undtrgradu^ti' 



7 5«cond-yt» ■ r o» j'i'hin.- pt"*»-s%iiHiii) 

student 

8 fhrrd year yr.3diiU»* p'^o'c^i'j" it :,tui!<'n^ 
9- f-ourth-year (or .t»uri') qjdduato .1 

profess'OMii srudent 



t C(af« load are you carryinf? 

ess than 1/2 of a fuii-tim* cours* of study 
2 to 3/4 of a fuM'time cours* of study 
full-time course of study 



at nearest birthday 
or undar 



3- 20 
4. 21 



5- 22-24 

6- 25-29 



ai« 

do describ* yourself? 

.Indian 
ack/AfrD-Ann«rican/N«9ro 
lucastjm/M'liita 
ilcano/M»xican*Am«rican 



b- 30-^4 
8- 35-40 



1- Ferrule 



9- 41 ^r\d over 



4- Onental/Asian-Amertcan 

5- Other Spanish-speaking 

American 

6- Other 



lv«r Ma triad 
irriad 



2- Saparated 

3- Divorced 



4- Widowed 

5- Othec 



u hava ehHilran, how many of them ara dependent upon you for 
•rXf (0-» 



tfanca status for tuition purposas: 
ctttzen 



ata rasldent 
on-state resldant—l 
oretgn studant-- 
n-lmmigrant visa 



3- Immtgrant State re&tdency 

established 
4* Immigrant— State residency 

not established 



I ft thahiffhait laval of atfucation you plan to complate hara or 
vhara? 

actor's d«9rta (Ph.D.^Ed.D., J.D., M.D.. O.D.S., etc.^ 
Mt«r*s daoraa (M.A., MS,, ate.) or first pcofessionai degree 
iChalor's dagrea (B.A.. B.S.» ate ) 
in-d«9ra« Cartificata Program ' 
^•ar Assaciata d«f raa 



14. Whit ii the ,ipproximate incoma this calandar yaar of your parents or 



(.rj>)n ocfore taxes (includa Income from all sourcat)? 

5 



i.(O0 a year 
, j Ok)0 arid S5,999 
C O. 000 andlS7,499 
$7.:^00 Id $8,999 
$9,000 .ind $11,999 



Between $12,000 afd $14,999 
6- Between $15,000 a^d $17,999 
7' Between $1S,00C and $20,999 
8 Between $2 1 ,000 and $24,999 
9' $25,000 and above 



Cm t^r .average, about how many hours per waek do you work In a 

^ "'t t Ml- job while school Is in session^ 



rJc n; 
11.)' r , 

t. to tlOUI : 

1 1 I- J 'j hours 



4- 16 to 20 hours 
5' 21 to 25 hours 

6- 26 to 30 iioufs • 

7- 31 hours or mora 



Do ypu (and spouse tf apphcatMe) contributa to your own support? 



""hi - 'I 

VO). i>ut niy parents provde rT\ost of mV support 
V#»s, t am primarily self-supporting / 

VPS, and i a«n classified as a setf-suppoi'tirtg (Independent) student 

bv the Financial Aid Office / 
Vi-v, but t have t>een dented self-supoortrng (Irtdapandant) status 

b\ the.Financiat Aid Office / 



Questions 1 7 to 49 relate to tha costs of attending cottage and tha ways 
m which you f ii^ancje your education. Piaasa antar tha applicable coda 
corresponding to tha dollar rangas (statad balow) for your answers to 
questions 1 7 through 49. If none^ ba sura to antar coda/). Do not laavc 

blanks / , 



Code ^an^ 

0' for $00 or None 

1- for $1 to $20«' 

2- foi^ $201 io $400 

3- for $401 to $i600 

4. for $6ox io ^i.,aao 



Coda Range 

5- for $1,001 to $1,590 

6- for $1,501 to $2,000 

7- for $2,001 to $2,500 

8- . for $2,501 to $3,000 
. 9^ for .$3,001 and^abov* 



COLLEGE EXPENSES Estimate your total nltie-month academic budget 
fOr t^a current year, using ftie dollar railga^ abov«. 

17 Tuition and fees / 20. Transportation 

IS. Books, supplies, and coufsa 21. Clothinf, racfaatlon, and 
materials incidentals 

19. Room and board ^ 

SOURCE O^ FINANCIAL SUI>PORT: Estimate the amount of money Vou 
wilt receive durtng the nfne-m'jnth academic year from each oY tha fol- 
' lowing sources, using the do'iar rangas above. 

f 

FAMILY 

22. Parent or lagal guardian ' 

TERM-TIME EMPLOYMENT 

24. Collage Work-Study 

25. Asslstantships, taachinf, 
or rliaarch 



23. Spouse 



2t^ On-campus amploymefit 
(Non-Work-Study) 

27. Other employment 



PLEASE OETACH ALONG DOTTEO LI NE ANO l»ROCEEO TO^teSTlONS 21 TO 47 C ^/ n WgVKWSE SIDE 



No. ! / . ^ ^ T 

□□□□□□ 

16 7 8 y j 10 11 1;^ 13 n4 15 I 16 17 18 19 20 21 | 22 23 24 25 26 27 



db □□□□□□ □□□□□□iDDanDDpnnnDd 

^ 33 35. 36 37 38 39 | 40 41 42 43 44 45 1 46 47 48 49 50 51 | 52 53 54 55 56 57 | 



No. 2 

EDDI 



30 31 



No. I (coot^rtu^r^ 

60 61 6^ 63 64 65 66 67 



LOCAL QUESTIONS (if any) 

□□□□□□ □□□□□□ □ 



68 69 70 71 72 73 



74 75 76 77 78 79 



80 



udent 




RESK>NSE COOltiQ FORM 

Entor in tht appropriate box, th't nurfibor associatod with your 
fwpppse to oach quMlo^^^ - . _ _ 

Junt 1974 
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tlont 2t to 49 -Contlnu* to UM following series of rcspons* todti. 



for (00 or Nont 
for )1 to $200 
for $201 to MOO 
for $401 to $600 
for teoi to$ltOOO 

H ' . 

MER EMPLOYMENT (Total amount, bafofc tax«s, Mrntd last $umm«r) 



Code Ran9e 
5- for $1,001 to $1,500 
6. for $1,901 to $2,000 
7' k>r $2,001 to $2,500 
t- for $2,5ai to $3,000. 
9- for $3,001 and abova 



$0. 
31 



On-camput tmpioymtnt 

(NonWorkStudy) 
Other •mploymtnt 



Collff« Wark Study 

Aiilitantfhlpi, taachlnf, 
•r rtmrch 

SONAL SAVINGS 

mm Mvlnft (axelud* amounts in 2t'31) 

NTS, SCHOLARSHIPS, FELLOWSHIPS, AND TRAINEESHIPS 

N9fvR«tld«nt Tuition Walvar 
ttpta Scholarship Awards and Ftllowships 
••sic educational Opportunity Grants 
SupmlcmanUry Educational Opportunity Grants 
nstltlltlonal frants or scholarships (Includa frants, fellowships, a nd 

Othcr'Mtral'itllowshlps, frants, and tralnaashlps not pravlously 
listtd (includirtf l^urtlnf , Htaltl^Profassions or Law Enforccmint 
Cduntion Pf^rtLtm Grants) » 
Schpltrshlps or frants^r ftllowships from sourcas not praviously . 

listtd 
G.I. BUI 

Sdtial StcyrltMn^, 
Wtlfart 

Statt Vocational RtMabilitatlon . . . ^ 

Othtr Ptdtral or Statt btnt fits not prtvlously listtd. 

VNS 

National Dirtct Studtnt Loart u..,.k 
Law Enforaamtnt EducatloW^rof ram or Nursinf or Htalth 

Pr«f tMlons Loans / 
FtdcraNy Insurtd Studtnt Eoan^ or othtr statt tuarantttd loans 

(Lottts Ofetalntdthrouffefbanks or othtr Itndfnf aftnclts) 
Institutional lonf-ttrm l( 
Othtr Ltans 



hs not 'prtvlously listtd 



I Htw muai will you ai| 
ytar? 

0- $l to $999 

1- $1,000 to $1,999 
2* $2,000 to $2,999 

3- $3,000 to $3,999 

4- $4,000 to $4,999 



I your spouse tarn, btfort faxts, this caltndar 



5- %5,000 to $5,999 

6- $6,000 to $7,499 

7- $7,5P0 to $t,999 
t- $9,000 to $11,999 
9- $12,000 and abovt 



Ifidleata tht amount of your (and your spouse's) prtstnt ("f •^^•^n*'' 
InJtr Si lo^L^^ studtnt laan .rotrams (Incjudt 
ySU; Items 45 to 49. as wtll as tducatlonal dt|>ts incurred In prior aca- 
Oemic years.) 



0- $0 

1- $1 to $499 

2- $500 to $999 



3- $1,000 to $1,499 
4. $l,5dO to $2,499 
5- $2,500 to $3,499 



6- $3,500 to $4,499 

7- $4,500 to $5,999 
•- $6,000 to $7,499 
9* $7,500 and ovtr 



Did you apply for financial aid at your Institution for this academic 
yalrr (Refers to college work-study #24 I. 2t. federal and institutional 
ilfl^antf #35 to 37. and federal loans #45 I. 4$.) 

0- No 

1* Yes, I applied for atd and it was granted ^ 

2- Yet.1 applied for aid. but I was told that I was ineligible 

3- Yes| I applied for aid, but. I .was told no funds were available 

Are y*u partlclpatin9 in y«ur Institution's Educalional Opportunity 
Prpprem •r flmriar campus pregramZ 

0- No „ 

Per COP participants only, indicate tfie types of assistance you are 
reeefvin9 

A. None 4- Financial aid and tutoring 

1- rinanclal aid only 5- Financial aid and counseling 

2- Tutorlne only 6- Tutoring and counseling 

3- Coun««tTng only 7- Financial aid, tutoring and counseling 



55 How many of your brother* or sisters are dependent on youriarents 
or legal guardian for financial support? (0 to 9) / 

5$ Mow many of your dependent brothers or sisters are alto li< college this 
* academic year? (Cannot exceed response to item #55.) / 

57 Did your parents claim you as a dependent for Federal Ux purposes for 
the last calendar year? / 
0. Yes ^ 1- No /' ^ 

5$. Will your parfcntf claim you as a dependent for Federal tax purposes for 
this calendar yftart / ' 

/ 2- I don't know 



59. 



•0. 



0- Yes I No 

Are you receiving food stamps? 
O-Yes 

Wheh at coHege, wtiere do you normally ll9Vf 



0^ With Parents 
1> With relatives 

2- University or CoMcqe 

Residence Hall 

3- university or CoHcge 

Apartment 

4- Fraternity or Sorority 



5. Off Campus, non-colleg^ residence 

hall 

6. Rented room with or without board 

7- Other off<ampus housing alone or 

with spouse 

8- Other off-campus housing with one / 

or two roommates *> 

9- Other off<ampu9 housing with three 

or more roommates 



• 1. What Is the distance from your living quarters to campus? 



0- 1 live on campus 

1- Under 1 mile 

2' More than 1 mile 
but less than 3 
3- More than 3 mUes 
0 but less than 5 



4- More ttian 5 miles 

but less than 10 

5- More than 10 miles , 

but less than 15 

6- More than 15 mites 

but less than 25 

7- More than 25 



$2. How do you usually get to your college campus? - 

4- Bike or motorcycle 

5- College bus 
6' Hitchhike 



0- Walk 

1- Automobile 
2' Use public transportation 
3- Car pool 



$3 How would you rate your ecadeo^ tchltvtmtnt as measured by grades 
In college? ' 



0- Mostly A's (3,5 or>H$her) 
Pj^^ 1- Mostly B's (2.5 t<S 3.4) 

^V4. Are you a vtUrafi of the U.S. Armed Forces? 



2- Mostly C's (1.5 to 2.4) 
1- Mostly D's (below 1.5) 



0- Yes 

$5. How were you admitted? 

0- As a first-time freshman* 

1- As a transfer from an 

In'State community 
college ^ 

2- As a transfer from an 

out-of-state 
community college 
* 3' As^ transfer from an 

in'State pubHc college 
or university 



1- No 



4- As a transfer from en 
independent 
(private) instate 
college or university 

5' As a transfer from an 
out-of-state 
college or university 

6- As a graduate of a 

4-.year institution 

7- Other 



$C. Are you planning to return to this Institution next term? 

No, I plan to transfer to: 

4- 4 year public Institution within 
the state 



0- Yes 

1- No- I plan to receive my 

degree 

2' No— i pUn to drop out and 

return later 
3' No- I plan to drop out 



5- 4 year private Institution withiri 

the State 

6- 4 year public institution 

outside the state 

7- 4 year private Institution 

outside the state 
Any other type of institution 
of postsecondary education 



$7. How Utisfled are you with this Institution as a whqie? 



0* Completely satisfied 
1. satisfied 
2-'lndifferent 



3- Unsatisfied ^ 
'4' Completely untttlsfled 



An additional 13 iQcal questions may have been added to Jhis version of the 
su>v™ If so. Please answer questions it to SO according to the inrtructlons 
on the separate question sheet. « 
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